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FRoM THE PUBLISHED correspondence between the 
Lord Chief Justice and the Premier and Chancellor it 
appears that the Government consummated the Collier- 
per-saltum job in the midst of a protest from the Lord 
Chief Justice. The Government needed no reminders 
of the impropriety of their proceedings, either trom 
the Lord Ohiet Justice or anybody else ; but the corres- 
pondence lights up the peculiar feature of the case, the 
contemptuous indifference with which the thing has 
been managed. Mr. Gladstone casuistically affects to 
imagine that the Chief Justice’s objection was to Sir R. 
Collier's puisne me greeny” per se. The Chancellor says 
in effect :—** Yes, I’ve done it, I mean to stick to it, and— 
don’t think it rude, but I won’t explain till I’m made to.” 
When Parliament meets we shall hear more of the 
matter. In the meantime there issome scope for specu- 
lation as to the date when “the Government” con- 
ceived their notion. Was the bill carefully drafted in 
order that its letter might cover a prearranged viola- 
tion of its spirit ? Or did the Collier-per-saltum scheme 
dawn on the powers that were, at some later and what 
date? We find in Hansard (ccviii., 931) the speech 
madeby Sir R. Collier on the 14th of July, when moving, 
as Attorney-General, the second reading of the bill. 
Among other things he said :— 











*¢ The provisions of the bill were very plain and simple. 
P Power was given to the Queen to appoint four paid 
members additional to the Judicial Committee of the Privy 
Council—the appointment being limited to persons who 
might be assumed to be of high judicial authority.” 


That was supposed at the time to mean persons whose 
judicial careers had proved them to be of high judicial 
authority; but did the dangerous reservation lurk be- 
hind the word “‘ assumed” ? Was the Attorney-General 
then enigmatically describing himself as a person who 
might be assumed, though he had not been proved, to 
be of high judicial authority? A little further on we 
read:— 

‘¢ Care had been taken that the judges selected under that 
bill should be men presumed to be qualified to form mem- 
bers of any supreme tribunal, however constituted ; and he 
might state that the judges who would be offered seats 
under the bill in the Judicial Committee would be given te 
understand that their services should be eonsidered avail- 
able for any appellate Court which Parliament may here- 
after constitute.” 


“ Care had been taken that the judges selected.” That 
reads as though the selection for the office then in course 
of proposal for creation had been already made. In 
which case the Attorney-General resembled the Over- 
end & Gurney promoters in his manner of not 
stating the whole truth. Was the phrase “the judges 
selected” intended to include a gentleman not yet a 
judge but designed to be made a nine days’ judge (one 
can hardly say “for the purposes of the Act’’) so as to 
bring him within the letter of the enactment ? 





A Lerrer in the money article of the Times of Wed- 
nesday last, dated from Mincing-lane, and signed P, H, 
and Co., complains of the daily increasing uncertainty 
of the law as to the position of brokers. The writers 
refer expressly to the recent cases of Fleet y. Murton 
(20 W. R. 97), and Zetley v. Shand (in the C. P., Nov. 
23rd, not yet reported), but if we are right in identify- 
ing the initials as those of a firm of brokers who were 
ones in an action recently tried in the Court of 

xchequer, and in which a rule for a new trial now 
stands for argument, they no doubt had also their 
own casein view, which certainly would be one of con- 
siderable hardship, if it should be held that they are not 
entitled to keepthe verdict they obtained at the trial. 

It is true enough that the position of brokers is 
perilous and unsatisfactory. We apprehend, however, 
that the law itself, when understood, is not really so 
much in fault as the innovations upon it, which have 
been introduced by the mercantile customs alleged and 
proved in many cases of late years. It is probable, 
however, that if the origin of these customs was inyesti- 
gated, it would be found that they were traceable to a 
misapprehension of a somewhat fine distinction of law. 
Thus the usage to hold a broker liable as principal when 
he does not disclose his principal in a particular way, 
which usage has now been proved in the oil trade, the 
colonial trade, and the fruit trade, is probably due 
to the legal proposition as to the liability of an agent 
contracting on behalf of an undisclosed principal having 
been understood by merchants to be wider than it really 
is. We apprehend the law, however, to be this: that a 
person entering into a contract in his own name as a 
contracting party, is to be treated as a principal, not- 
withstanding that he is, in fact, only an agent for some 
person undisclosed ; further, that a person making a 
contract is to be taken to make it as a contracting party, 
unless it clearly appears that he makes it as agent only. 
If, however, it does clearly appear that he makes it as 
agent only, then, although the name of the principal 
for whom he makes itis not disclosed, yet the agent is not 
himself liable as principal upon the contract. The last 
part of the proposition includes the commonest form of 
brokers’ contract—viz., “ sold for you to our principals,” 
and “ bought for you from our principals ”’—and signed 
in each case “ A. B., broker.” Under this form, the 
broker clearly professes to make the contract as agent 
only, and not as a contracting party, or “in his own 
name,” within the meaning of the rule of law, as 
ordinarily laid down, and therefore is not liable as 
principal, unless there is a custom to make him so, 
That this is so appears, we think, from Humphrey v. 
Dale (5 W. R. 466; 6 W. R. 854), and also from 
Fleet v. Murton (ubi sup.), and it is also clear upon 
principle. The distinction, however, between contract- 
ing as broker and contracting as an apparent principal, 
is a fine one, more especially as it is held that the use of 
the word “broker” may be descriptive only, and does 
not necessarily show an intention to contract as broker. 
We have heard a Queen’s counsel of the highest repu- 
tation for legal knowledge ignore this distinction at 
Nisi Prius, and cross-examine a witness who had proved 
the custom of the Mincing-lane market, as to whether 
there really was any difference between the law of 
Mincing-lane and the law of England in this re- 
spect. It is, therefore, not surprising that mer- 
chants should not have appreciated the distinc- 
tion, and that an understanding should have grown 
up, which is now proved as a usage, that upon a 
contract in the form we have given the broker is con- 
sidered liable as principal. ‘This custom, as proved, 
varies slightly, sometimes being simply as stated above, 
while sometimes it is added, ‘‘ unless he disclose the 

rincipal in writing, and within so many days,” or the 

ike. These customs have in each case been proved by 

the evidence of brokers, who appear almost unanimous 

as to their existence, and therefore if the customs press, 

hardly on them their own class is primarily to blame 
6 
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although, perhaps, as we have said, a misapprehension 
of the law was the original cause. We may add that 
the remarks of P. H. & Co, in their letter upon the case 
of Tetley v. Shand seem made under a misapprehension 
of the real facts of that case. 





WHO DOES NOT REMEMBER the complaints so often 
made a few years back that the volumes of reports were 
continually becoming more and more bulky? Barris- 
ters’ chambers and solicitors’ offices alike groaned under 
the infliction ; no one had book-cases enough for his re- 

orts, and no one had room enough to put the requisite 
k-cases in. When, however, the scheme of the Law 
Reports dawned upon the profession, all this was to be 
changed, cases of real importance alone would be reported, 
and even from them all superfluous matter would be 
carefully eliminated. To show how well these promises 
have been kept, we would say to the practitioner who 
takes the Law Reports, take your stand in your library, 
and “circumspice.” Each monthly issue of the Law 
Reports would furnish instances, but we would now 
more particularly draw attention to the common law 
number for this present December. There, in the pages 
appropriated to the Common Pleas, may be found a re- 
port which almost tempts us to suspect that our con- 
temporary is indulging in a Christmas number. We 
wefer to Woodhouse vy. Ethsridge (6 C. P.570). It seems 
that the Conservators of the Thames had made a bye- 
law prescribing a close time for the various fish in the 


upper part of the river, and that in this bye-law they - 


had enumerated every kind of fish that we ever heard 
of in the river, except eels and perhaps turbots, and had 
then added the words, ‘‘ every other kind of fish known 
as river fish.” It was gravely argued that an eel was 
not known as a river fish, if, indeed, as a fish at all, and 
some very wonderful and quaint things as to the mode 
of propagation adopted by eels were cited from Walton’s 
“Angler.” Mr. Justice Willes, no mean fisherman him- 
self, discussed fish and fishing with as much gusto and 
learning as he would a nice point in the year books, 
and ultimately came to the conclusion that as eels, 
whether viviparous or oviparous, did produce young some 
how (the Court was at liberty to draw inferences of 
fact), they might reasonably require protection at the 
period of production; that, therefore, the Conservators, 
in framing their bye-law, might reasonably have in- 
tended to protect them ; and that as eels were bred and 
lived in rivers (Co. Litt. 5 b.), they might not unrea- 
sonably be known as river fish, and so understood by all 
mankind. 

We need scarcely point out the importance to the 
profession of a decision on the construction of a Thames 
Conservators’ bye-law on such a subject as this, nor need 
we suggest the variety of cases in which it might serve 
as an authority; indeed, if we are asked for the raison 
d'etre of the report, need we do more than mention that 
it was stated in court that, whatever the decision, the 
bye law would be forthwith amended by inserting the 
word ‘‘ eels,” which had been left out per incuriam, 

If weremember rightly, the celebrated Dog case (Smith 
v. The Great Eastern Railway Company, L. R. 2 C. P. 
4), also appeared about Christmas time. If Sir 
Edward Coke had his ‘‘case-of Swans,” why should 
not the Law Reports have its “Dog case,” and its 
‘‘ Eels case ;” and why should they not be published in 
a Christmas number ? 





THE OLD RULE in bankruptcy was that if a proof 
could be made in respect of the same debt against the 
joint estate of partners, and also against the separate 
estates of the partners, or either of them, still the 
creditor could receive dividends from one only of the 
estates. This rule was to a certain extent altered by 
the 152nd section of the Bankruptcy Act, 1861. That 
section is now repealed, and the 37th section of the 
Bankruptcy Act, 1869, provides that if any bankrupt 
is at the date of the order of adjudication liable in 





respect of distinct contracts, as member of two or more 
distinct firms, or as a sole contractor and also as a 
member of a firm, the circumstance that such firms are 
in whole or in part composed of the same individuals, 
or that the sole contractor is also one of the joint con- 
tractors, shall not prevent proof in respect of such con- 
tracts againstthe properties respectively liable upon such 
contracts. The Court of Appeal in Bankruptcy was 
called upon for the first time on Thursday, in the case of 
Ex parte Honey, Re Jeffery, to put a construction upon 
this clause. A firm of J. & W. Jeffery & Co. were 
jointly adjudicated bankrupts. Previously to the 
bankruptcy one of the partners had borrowed 
£10,000, and to secure the repayment of this 
sum a joint and several promissory note was given and 
signed by the partner who had borrowed the money, by 
another of the partners, and by the firm. The lender 
claimed the right, in respect of abalance unpaid, to prove 
against, and receive dividends from, the joint estate of 
the firm as well as the separate estates of the two 
artners who signed the promissory note. The Lords 
ustices, affirming a decision of Mr. Registrar Pepys, 
held that under section 37 of the Bankruptcy Act, 
1869, proof could be made, and dividends received from. 
all the three estates. 





WE REPORT TO-DAY another county court decision 
upon the liability of attorneys to sheriffs’ officers for fees 
upon unproductive levies. The decisions at the City of 
London Court, which we recently reported (15 S. J. 902), 
were referred to, and an opposite result arrivedat. We 
are inclined to think that Mr. Sumner, the judge who 
decided this last case, has hit the point on which the 
liability, when the law is ultimately settled by the 
superior courts, will be found to turn. He holds that 
where the attorney does not point out to the officer the 
goods levied on, but the officer levies on them on his 
own responsibility, and the levy proves abortive, then 
nothing is payable. If, however, the attorney directs a 
levy on particular goods, and the levy is made, then, 
although it proves abortive, the sheriff is entitled on a 
quantum meruit. 





Our ALBERT ARBITRATION REPORTS comprise this 
week Laxcaster's case, a very important decision, because 
it marks out, differently to Bell’scase (18 W. R.688, L. R. 
9 Eq. 706), and asit seems to us very much better, 
the principle on which holders of running policies are 
to prove under the winding up of their company. In 
Bell’s case Vice-Chancellor ; al directed that the 
amount for which the policyholder was to prove should 
be the amount which a subsisting office, working as 
nearly as possible on the same plan as the failing office, 
and with the same premiums and capital and guarantee 
funds, would take to assure the life: the life would 
have to be re-examined, and so forth, and the prove- 
able sum would be calculated by taking the difference 
between the old rate of premium and the new advanced 
rate which another company would charge, and capital- 
ising that as an annuity. Lord Cairns’ plan is far better. 
He a. the present value of the reversion re- 
presented by the sum assured ; thenhe subtracts from 
this the capitalised amount of the “pure premiums ”’— 
i.¢., the premiums as divested of the “loading” calcu- 
lated for the cost of working the office. That method 
gives the value of the policy and the consequent damage 
sustained by the assured in a far more satisfactory 
manner. Moreover it is mathematically accurate, 
while that in Beli’s case was, at best, an experimental 
approximation, besides being attended with much 
trouble and expense. In any future cases of the same 
kind Lord Cairns’ decision, though, of course, it is not 
nee Bp upon the Court of Chancery, will 
probably be accepted as prescribing the correct rule. 

On another point, also, Lord Cairns, and apparently 
with good reason, diverges from Craig’s case (reported 
with Bell’s case, supra). In Craig's casethe Vice-Chan- 
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‘eller held that the time for taking the age of the 


assured, in order to assess the damage, was the date of 
‘the last premium payable and paid before the winding 
up began ; he held, moreover, that the dropping of the 
life after claim and before proof, although it would not 
entitle the policyholder to full payment, might still be 
taken into account as affording evidence of the value of 
the life at the date of claim. Yet the 25th rule of the 
General Orders under the Act expressly says that all 
debts and claims admissible to proof nnder section 158 
(which includes claims present and future, certain or 
contingent, ascertained or sounding only in damages) 
shall, so far as possible, be estimated according to their 
value at the date of the winding up; at which date 
accordingly Lord Cairns applies his principle of valua- 
tion ; and thus the subsequent dropping of the life 
becomes immaterial. 

Viewed from every side, Lord Cairns’ decision seems 
not only to sit close to the Act and rules, but at the 
same time to supply a more correct and simple theory 
of assessment than the previous authority. The ma- 
chinery of re-examination of the life, its re-valuation 
by persons concerned for another company (which 
Lord Cairns justly describes as “‘ opinion evidence of the 
worst kind” )—all this is dispensed with ; which alone 
effects an immense saving of time and expense. 





POINTS ON THE RULE AGAINST REMOTENESS. 
II.—In RELATION TO POWERS. 

It is to be remembered in reference to the rule 
against remoteness, in relation to powers, that although 
the power may, in its terms, extend to a class of objects 
‘too remote under the rule ; yet, as a power is not treated 
as a final limitation, it may be so ewercised as to avoid 
all objection ; therefore if the power authorise an 
ee reween among objects, some of whom would be 
eligible recipients and not affected by the rule, while 
others would be beyond the legal limits, the power itself 
is not illegal but may be validly exercised in favour of 
those having the legal capacity to become appointees 
under it (Routledge v. Dorril, 2 Ves. Jun. 357; Griffith 
v. Pownall, 13 Sim. 393). This rule extends also to 
render a power divisible both as to its objects and also 
as to the donees of the power, so that selection, where the 
objects are too general, may make the ewercise valid on 
the one hand, and on the other ewercise by a donee 
within the limits may validate the appointment, al- 
though the class of donees may be too general. This is 
evident from a case where there was a power to testator’s 
brother A., or any other of the trustees of the testator’s 
will, to appoint a sum of £5,000 for testator's brother B. 
and any of his children, as A., or such other trustees, 
should think fit, and he appointed A. sole executor, and 
there was a power to appoint other trustees ; the power 
was exercised by the testator’s brother, being the onl 
trustee then in existence, and it was held good, althoug 
the ewercise by trustees generally, unlimited as to 
time or consent of tenant for life or otherwise, might be 
bad (Attenborough v. Attenborough, 1K. & J. 296, 
3 W. R. Ch. Dig. 121). The important distinction be- 
tween the execution and the creation of the power, in 
regard to infringement of the rule against remoteness, 
should be kept in mind, for if, in the ewecution of the 

wer, objects are included who are beyond the legal 
‘bounds of the perpetuity rule (supposing the limitations 
were inserted in the instrument creating the power) the 
whole appointment will be invalid, unless the shares of 
the competent objects are ascertained and separable from 
the shares of those who are incompetent (Routledge v. 
oe 2 Ves. Jun. 357; Thomas v. Thomas, 14 Sim. 
234). 

_ With regard to powers of sale, those"which are found 
an strict settlements and are dependent upon estates 
‘tail are considered as valid, though unlimited as to 
time of exercise, upon the principle that being liable to 
be defeated by the disentailing deed of a tenant in tail 





all question of remoteness is inapplicable to them, and 
they may be exercised at any time before the entail has 
been barred ( Cole v. Sewell, 4 Dr. & W. 28) ; and see 
Wood, V.C., in Lantsbery v. Collier, 4 W. R. 826, 2 ay 
& J. 709). It seems also, whatever doubt may once 
have heen felt on the point, that where a power of 
sale is conferred upon trustees, although the limitations 
of the beneficial interest may not comprehend an estate 
tail, yet if the beneficial interests in the fee are given 
by way of succession, and the beneficiaries are unable to 
exercise a power of alienation over the property, the 
power of sale may be exercised at any time, so long as 
there is a settled estate ; and though some of the bene- 
ficiaries may be sui juris and competent to act for them- 
selves, those who are not so are considered as having 
an interest in the power of sale, and the trustees may 
validly exercise it, certainly so long as any portion of 
the property may not be vested under the settlement in 

ersuns who individually or collectively represent the 

eneficial interest in the fee, or such vesting has become 
impossible (Re Brown’s Settlement Trusts, 18 W. R. 
945). Indeed the last case and the case of Lantsbery v. 
Collier (sup.) seem fully to support the proposition that 
even if theinterests in remginder be absolutely vested, 
yet the power may still be exercised during the life of 
the tenant for life, until the estates in remainder have 
fallen into pessession, even though the effect of such 
exercise be to carry the property from the person in 
whom, but for the exercise of the power, it was absolutely 
vested (Lantshery v. Collier, sup.) 

As the interests of the beneficiaries must vest in pos- 
session within the prescribed limits, unless they be de- 
structible as being posterior to an estate tail, the power of 
the trustees is, in effect, also limited by the perpetuity 
rule, for when absolute interests have vested in pos- 
session in the whole fee, the powers of the trustees 
generally cease to be exercisable ( Wood v. White, 4 My. 
& 0.460). The infancy of a person taking by purchase 
under the settlement, if the nonage would not extend 
beyond the period which the rule against remoteness 
prescribes from the date of the settlement for the vesting 
of interests, would, it should seem, be available to keep 
the power alive in the trustees, but, upon the principles 
pervading the cases, it should seem that no supervenin 
disability, after the vesting of the interest, would av. 
to preserve the power ; the office of the settlement 
being considered to be limited to those only who take 
immediately under it, and not to be carried on with a 
view to derivative interests (Taite v. Swinstead, 7 W. 
R. 373, 26 Beav. 525; Wolley v. Jenkins (5 W. R. 281, 
23 Beav. 53). 

Where there is a power of appointing an absolute 
interest to an object of the power there is no tendency 
to a perpetuity in so appointing as to vest in the person 
intended a general power of appointment either by 
deed or will, as such a power is equivalent to absolute 
ownership, and has no tendency to restrict alienation ; 
and if the appointee be a female, there is no objection 
to making the appointment to her separate use, at least 
if it be subject to such a general power as above in- 
dicated. These propositions appear to be fully affirmed 
by the case of Bray v. Hammersley (3 Sim.513), affirmed 
in the House of Lords sud. nom Bray v. Bree (2 Cl. & F. 
453.) But, where an appointment is made to or for the 
benefit of a female, who is competent to be made the 
appointee of an absolute interest, with a clause against 
anticipation during her coverture, the clause restricting 
anticipation will, on the ground of its tendency to limit 
the alienability of the subject matter, be obnoxious to the 
rule against perpetuities. In acase before Lord Cot- 
tenham, C. (Thornhill v. Bright,2 My. & C. 230), an 
appointment of the rents and profits of real estate was 
made for the sole and separate use of a feme coverte 
during the life of her husband without power of antici- 

ation—it does not appear that the objection of a ten- 
nc to infringe the rule against remoteness was 


but the Lord Chancellor, after a full examination of the : 
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authorities, reversed a decree of the Vice-Chancellor, in 
which the appointment had been held to be invalid. The 
decree, however, only directed payment of the rents to 
the separate use of the feme coverte during the joint lives 
of herself and her husband, and did not advert to the 
clause against anticipation. 

In a case before the present Lord Chancellor, when 
Vice-Chancellor, Fry v. Capper (Kay 163, 2 W. RB. 
136), where a testatrix having under hgr marriage 
settlement a general power of appointment over a trust 
fand among her children, made an appointment among 
her six daughters equally, but as to the shares of two, 
who were married, directed the trustees to stand pos- 
sessed thereof upon trust during the joint lives of such 
two daughters respectively, and their respective hus- 
bands, to pay to them, but not by way of anticipation, 
the interest, dividends, &c. for their separate use, and 
after the decease of such daughters respectively their 
respective shares to be in trust for their respective ap- 
pointees by deed or will, or in default for their execu- 
tors and administrators respectively. The Vice-Chan- 
cellor apparently yielded to the argument that restraint 
upon anticipation would infringe the rule against per- 
petuities, but thought that if so the case of Thornton v. 
Bright (sup.) indicated the conclusion to which the 
Court must come, viz., that if such restriction were un- 
lawful it might be rejected, and he so held. In a recent 
case the doctrine of fry v. Capper has been distinctly 
recognised and followed by Vice-Chancellor James, 
where under a marriage settlement a fund was settled 
on husband and wife successively for life, with power 
(in the events) for the wife as survivor to appoint 
among the children of the marriage, and she appointed 
to a daughter who was not born at the time of the 
creation of the power, with a restraint on anticipation, 
and after her decease for such persons as she should by 
deed or will appoint, and it was held on the authority 
of Fry v. Capper (sup.) that the restraint on anticipation 
transgressed the perpetuity rule, but rejecting this the 
appointment in other respects was good (Re Teague’s 
Trusts, 18 W. R. 752). The same doctrine was followed 
in a subsequent case by Malins, Vice-Chancellor (Re 
Conyngham’s Trusts, 19 W. R. 381; see also Armitage 
v. Coates, 35 Beav. 1). 

Where a special power authorises an absolute ap- 
pointment to certain objects,as children, an appoint- 
ment of a life estate with power to the appointee to 
appoint the corpus by will only, is an infringement of 
the perpetuity rule. Thus, where a mother, having 

ower to appoint to children, appointed a share to a son 

or life, with remainder to such persons as he should by 
will appoint, and in default of appointment to her three 
daughters (with other benefits), with a residuary gift, 
subject to the appointments thereinbefore contained, 
and to appointments made in her late husband’s lifetime 
and by her since hjs death, of all the trust moneys sub- 
ject to the trusts of the settlement, to the said three 
oe of the testatrix. The son made a will which 
would have operated (had the power been legally vested 
in him) to _ the fund to persons who were 
strangers to the original power, it was held by 
Vice-Ohancellor Giffard, st adopted by Vice-Chan- 
cellor James, that the appointment to the son was good 
only for his life, but subject to this the fund was well ap- 
pointed to the three daughters, under the residuary gift 
to them, and would not go as in default of appointment, 
and the daughters were not bound to elect Season the 
other benefits given by the will and the unappointed 
trast fund coming to them under the residuary appoint- 
ment (Wollaston v. King, 17 W. R. 641,L. R. 8 


- 165). 
whe judges who decided this case do not appear to 
have been pressed with the difficulty alluded to by 
Lord St. Leonards (Powers, p. 508, et seq.) as to the 
appointee, who takes by the intention of the donee of 
the power, being unable to take the gift to him when 


be a recipient, because the donee of the power only in-- 


tended the substitute appointee to take in case the first 
— tee did not exist, and in cases of this nature, 
which depend upon the intention, it is immaterial 
whether the unqualified appointee, in event, ever existed 
or not (Brudenell v. Elwes, 1 East, 442; Beard y, 
Westeott, 6 B. & A. 801). It has been considered 
that where a mere power is given by the donee of a 
power to a stranger to appoint, as the delegation of the 
power is wholly void, any gift subject to such invalid 
power to ‘proper objects would take effect (Ingram v., 
Ingram, 2 Atk. 88). Lord St. Leonards, however, con- 
siders that the authority of this case would not apply 
where the power is affected to be given to appoint the 
fund among strangers, because in that case it would not 
be the indention of the donee of the original power that 
the object should take unless in default of the execution 
of the delegated power in favour of the strangers ; and 
his Lordship still appears to retain the same opinion on 
this point (see last Edition of Powers p. 515). The de- 
cision in Wollaston v. King (sup.) as to the validity of the 
ns ton ann to the daughters must, it should seem, be 
referred to their taki as residuary appointees, 
and to a difference in principle as arising from that 
cause; the terms of the residuary gift of the trust 
funds appear, indeed, to be as strongly calculated as 
they could well be to evade the force of the reasonin 
on this point of the very learned author of the wor 
on Powers. 

A power to appoint by wild to any person the donee 
may please has been deemed a general power, 80 as to 
me a the appointees liable for legacy duty upon the be- 
quests made by the donee, as being under the 7th seetion 
of 36 Geo. 3, c.52, made out of the donee’s personal es- 
tate which he had power to dispose of. This was settled 
in the case of Platt v. Routh (6 M. & W. 756), and on 
appeal in the House of Lords, sub, nom. Drake v. Attorney- 
General (10 Cl. & F. 257), where, although the testator’s 
daughter, the donee of the power, was restricted from 
exercising it in favour of a certain class of persons 
named in the will, it was nevertheless held to be a general 
power for the purpose before mentioned. 

A very important decision on this subject has been 
given by James, V.C., who has held that althougha power: 
to appoint by will to any person is a em power within 
the scope of the 27th section of the Wills Act, 1 Vict. c, 
27, so that if a person, having power to appoint real or 
personal estate by wil/, makes a residuary disposition of 
his property without reference to the power, the will 
will operate as an execution of the power (and see Haw- 
thorne v. Shedden, 5 W. R. Ch. Dig. 120, 3 Sm. & Giff, 


such a general power does not constitute ownership, 
therefore, on the question of remoteness quoad the exercise 
of the power, the real or personal estate subject to the 
power will be deemed to be the property of the donor, 
and not of the donee, of the power ; so that where a tes- 


his daughter for life, and after her decease upon trust for 
such persons as she should by will or codicil appoint ; 
the daughter made a will (not referring to the power) 
and left all the residue of her property to her daughter 
(who was born after the death of the original testator), 
for life for her separate use, and after her decease for 
the children of her said daughter, who, being a son or 
sons, should attain the age of twenty-one, &c., the will 
of the daughter, in the opinion of the Vice-Chancellor 
clearly executed the power theme not referring to it) 
under the 27th section of the Wills Act; but the inte- 
rests given to the children of the daughter’s child were, 
he considered, void for remoteness (In re Powell’s Zrusts, 
18 W. R. 228, 39 L.J. Ch. 188). 


there can be no doubt of the importance of the prin- 
ciple enunciated by it. 








it is subordinate to a gift to a person who cannot legally 


293; Cofield v. Pollard, 5W.R. 774). But nevertheless. 


tator by will vested a fund in trustees for the benefit of 


We believe this to be a case of first impression, and. 





now r 





Dec. 9, 1871. 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL & REPORTER. 


101 








RECENT DECISIONS. 


EQUITY. 
Cuiass B, CONTRIBUTORIES, 


Re Blakeley Ordnance Company, Helbert’s case, H. L., 
20 W. B. 63, L. BR. 5 H. L. 28. 
Re Oriental Commercial Bank, Morris’ case, L. J. 
20 W. R. 25. 

The provisions of the Companies Act, 1862, as to class 
B., or “past member” (contributories, have recently 
formed the subject matter of a series of decisions, of 
which the above two cases are the latest. Rightly or 
wrongly the interpretation of these provisions seems now 
to be precisely determined. 

Helbert’s case decides very reasonably that the official 
liquidator may settle a list of class B. contributories and 

to make calls on them, if he finds reasonable 
grounds for believing that the calls on class A., or exist- 
ing members, will not realise enough to pay all the credi- 
tors, and that within areasonabletime. The Legislature 
has taken away from the creditors their rights of indi- 
vidual action, and itis just that their payment by the 
official liquidator should not be delayed “ until the expira- 
tion of every possible delay consequent on getting in the 
assets.” Helbert’s case also decides the further and very 
important point—that the relation between the two 
classes of A. and B. contributories is not that of princi- 
pal and surety; and if the official liquidator makes, as 
the Act empowers him to make, compromises with A. 
contributories, the B. contributories are not thereby re- 
leased. 

Morris’ case sets at rest doubts which had been flitting 
through a series of previous decisions. Section 8 of the 
Act says that (1) no past member shall be liable to con- 
tribute if he ceased to be a member one year or more be- 
fore the beginning of the winding up; and (2) that ‘‘ no 
past member shall be liable to contribute in respect of 
any debt or liability contracted after the time at which 
he ceased to be a member.” Lord Justice Giffard, in the 
Accidental and Marine Insurance Corporation’s case (18 
W. R. 717, L. R. 5 Ch, 431), construed the second of these 
placita as merely prescribing a test of contributoryship. 
But not referring atall to the destination of contributions; 
and so he held that though a past member cannot be made 
to contribute more than the amount of the unpaid debts 
which were contracted before he ceased membership, yet 
when his contribution has got into the official liquidator’s 
hands it is not to be appropriated to the creditors to whom 
those debts are owing, but simply turned into a common 
fund, and so distributed among all the creditors. ‘The 
Master of the Rolls had previonsly held the contrary 
in Andrews’ case (15 W. R. 1030). In Breti’s case (19 
W. R. 687) the Lord Chancellor and James, L.J., ex- 
pressed a strong disapproval, obiter dictum, of Lord Justice 
Giffard’s decision. In Brett's case Brett, being liable to 
be made a B. contributory in consequence of the exist- 
ence of debts contracted before he ceased membership, 
privately bought up those debts at a discount, and then 
resisted the official liquidator’s contention for a call by 
a counter contention that there was no debt in respect of 
which he could be held a contributory; and the Court of 
Appeal adopted that view. The obiter dictum against 
the decision of Giffard, L.J., in the Accidental case left 
the subject in an uncomfortable state of uncertainty, 
since it was rather widely imagined in the profession that 
the two decisions were perfectly compatible; Brett’s case 
tuling that in a certain case a man is not liable to con- 
tribute, and the Accidental case prescribing what should 
be done with the contribution of him who has to con. 
tribute. However, in Morris’ case James, L.J., expressly 
states that Brett’s case is to be taken as overruling the 
Accidental case, 80 that, at any rate, the matter must be 
now regarded as set at rest. The rule, therefore, will be 
that the B. contributory’s contributions are to be paid 
exclusively to those creditors whose debts existed when 
he ceased membership. 





The other point settled by Morris’ oase isthat if the 
A. contributories have paid dividends on these same 
debts, the B. contributory cannot be called on to pay 
more than the balance. 





COMMON LAW. 

COMPENSATION FOR COMMON RIGHTS. 
Stoneham vy. London, Brighton 5 South Coast Railway 
Company, Q.B., 20 W. BR. 77. 

The position of a railway company which (except by 
consent of the owners) enters on lands without payment 
or deposit, is quite clear ; by section 84 of the Lands 
Clauses Act, 1845, such entry is expressly prohibited, 
and by section 89 the prohibition is enforced by a 
penalty ; and wherever the special Act gives powers 
to take lands there these provisions of the Lands Clauses 
Act apply, unless the special Act expressly provides to the 
contrary. If, therefore, the company enter without satis- 
fying these preliminary conditions, they are mere tres- 
passers. But the case of lands subject to common rights 
is expressly provided for by subsequent sections of the 
Act (sections 99—107). Now these sections provide 
separately for the two cases where the soil belongs to the 
lord of the manor, and where it belongs to the com- 
moners, In the first case, by section 99, on payment or 
deposit of the compensation for the common rights in 
the manner “ hereinafter provided with respect to common 
lands the right in the soil of which shall belong to the 
commoners” (sections 101 et seg.), the common rights 
“shall cease and be extinguished;” and, by section 100, 
on payment to the lord or other person entitled to the 
soil of the sum due to him alone, he is to make a con- 
veyance of the lands, which is to have the effect of 
vesting them in the company in like manner as if he 
had been seised of the lands in fee simple, or, in default- 
of such conveyance, the company may, on deposit of the 
compensation, execute a deed poll (as under section 77), 
and thereupon the lands “shall vest absolutely” in the 
company, “and they shall be entitled to immediate pos- 
session thereof, subject nevertheless to the commonable 
and other rights theretofore affecting the same, until 
such rights shall have been extinguished by payment or 
deposit of the compensation for the same in manner 
hereinafter provided.” Thus these two sections ap- 
pear intended to make full provision for the case of 
lands subject to common rights where the soil is 
in the lord and not in the commoners, so far as 
relates to the conveyance of the land and the extinction 
of the rights ; but for the mode of assessing compensa- 
tion to the commoners, and of making the payment or 
deposit, they refer to the subsequent sections. Those 
subsequent sections relate to the case where the land is 
owned by the commoners (sections 101—107). They 
provide for the appointment of a committee of com- 
moners, the assessment of compensation for the common 
rights, and its payment or deposit. These arrangements, 
applicable equally to the two cases, are those referred to 
in section 99; and then section 107 provides that upon 
payment or tender to the committee of the compensa~ 
tion or deposit as therein mentioned, the company may 
execute a deed poll in the manner provided by section 77, 
“and thereupon the lands in respect of which such com- 
pensation shall have been so paid or deposited shall vest 
in ‘the company’ freed and discharged from all such 
commonable or other rights, and they shall be entitled 
to immediate possession thereof.” Now it seems clear 
that this section relates exclusively to the case of the 
commoners owning the land, for in no other case could it 
be intended that on payment of the compensation for 
the common rights the Jand should vest in the company. 
In the other case the company acquire the land under 
section 100, and extinguish the common rights ander 
section 99 ; in this case under section 107 they at once 
acequire the land and extinguish the common rights 
by their deed poll, a means of conveyance which they 
have an option to use, because of the difficulty attend- 














102 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL & REPORTER. Dec. 9, 1871. 








ing the conveyance by a number of parties, In the 
present case this distinction seems to have been lost sight 
of. Land subject to common rights had been 
acquired under section 100 by conveyance from the lord ; 
but no compensation had been made to the commoners ; 
and the plaintiff, a commoner, sued the company, who had 
entered on the land, for disturbance of his common. 
The Court held he was entitled to maintain his 
action, Cockburn, ©.J., saying that the common rights 
not having been exinguished the company stood in the 
shoes of the lord, and that the only ground for doubt 
was the absence of prohibitory sections corresponding to 
sections 84 and 89; but Mellor and Lush, JJ., relied on 
the words of section 107. But it seems clear that section 
107 has no relation to the case, except by mere analogy, 
and that the question turned on sections 99 and 100. If 
the company had executed a deed to themselves under 
the latter section, it is clear that by the express words of 
the section the right of the commoners would have been 
in no respectaltered. In fact, however, they acquired the 
land under the same section by conveyance from the lord, 
in which case the section says only, “ that they are to take 
it as if the lord, or other person entitled, had been seized in 
fee simple of such lands at the time of executing such 
conveyance.” This seems at first sight a peculiar form 
of expression, for if the lord or owner of the soil is owner 
of the fee, ow else should the land vest in the company 
than as if he were so entitle? ? But the expression has 
reference, no doubt, to the case of persons not owners of 
the fee, but “enabled to sell and convey" under the 
special powers given by the Act to persons with 
limited interests (section 7 and sectiun 8, the latter of 
which sections refers expressly to the case of lords of 
manors). Aliits intention is, to give to the conveyance 
by such persons the same effect as would belong to acon- 
veyance by the owner in feesimple. So taking the words, 
the conveyance must needs put the company only in the 
position of the lord ; and then, as Cockburn, C.J., ob- 
serves, the common rights not having been “ extin- 
guished” under section 99, the company, though owners 
of the soil, hold it subject to those common righte, which 
still subsist in their full integrity. Quite apart, then, 
from the argument incorrectly based on section 107, 
there seems no ground for denying the plaintiff’s right to 
bring his action. 


ENCROACHMENT BY TENANT. 
Whitmore v. Humphries, C.P., 20 W. R. 79. 

The rule by which tenants’ encroachments are held to 
be made for the benefit of their landlords, whether or no 
it rests on a sound basis of convenience, wears at least a 
very arbitrary appearance. For the vague expression 
of Graham, B., in Bryan v. Winwood (1 Taunt. 208), that 
such encroachments are to be “for the benefit of the 
lessor afier the end of the lease.” Lord Compbell, in 
Andrews v. Hailes (2 E. & B. 349, 1 W. R. 366), substi- 
tuted the more precise formula, that the encroachment 
when made, was to be presumed to be part of the demise ; 
aud on that principle, in the present case of Whitmore v. 
Humphries, not quite consistently with Doe v. Massey (17 
Q. B. 376), the operation of the Statute of Limitations was 
evaded, and the landlord was held entitled to recover an 
encroachment more than twenty years old, made on his 
own land with his consent. In these cases it is not only 
the Statute of Limitations, but also the Statute of Frauds 
which is evaded. Apart from the presumption, it would 
be impossible to say that the land was included in the 
parcels of the original lease ; there is nothing on which 
to found a tenancy from year to year; and if the ocoupa- 
tion were treated as a tenancy at will, the landlord’s 
title would be barred by the Statute of Limitations. But 
for this presumption, therefore, in order to support the 
landlord’s right, a lease of the land, without writing, for 
a term of more than three years, must have been sup- 
posed contrary to the Statute of Frauds, and to8 & 9 
Vict. c. 109. This violent presumption, which is ex- 





pressly contrary to facts, is justified upon principles of 
convenience and fairness; amongst others, upon the con- 
sideration that by the encroachment the bonndaries are 
confused ; but this last consideration, however applicable 
it might be in favour of the landlord, where the tenant 
confuses the boundaries by his own mere act, seems not 
80 clearly to apply to the case where the landlord himself 
consents to the supposed confusion. In that case we 
must suppose that this argument is rather a kind of legal 
pretence, and that the true motive is a different one. If 
it were probable that any considerable addition would be 
made by a landlord to his tenants holding without the 
payment of additional rent (which would entirely change 
the case by creating a yearly tenancy), a wide door would 
be opened to evasion of the statute ; but the nature of 
the transaction is sufficient security against any large 
application of the doctrine. In the older cases, which 
established the rule, the encroachment was made without 
the landlord’s knowledge ; and in such cases, where the 
encroachment adjoins the demised premises, there is (as 
has been already observed) a greater reason of necessity 
and justice in favour of the presumption, though the 
presumption is itself more violent. But in the cases where, 
as in Earl of Lisburne v. Davies (L. R. 10. P. 259, 14 
W. R. 333), the encroachment, though made upon 
the landlord’s ground, does not adjoin, and still more 
where, as in Andrens v. Hailes, the encroachment 
is made on a stranger’s property and does not adjoin, 
the presumption reaches its maximum of violence. 

Here the argument of confusion of boundaries wholly 
fails ; in Andrews v. Hailes, where the two pieces of 
ground were separated by a road, there could be no real 
confusion, and the contiguity established by the meeting 
of the boundaries at the middle of the road, was a merely 
artificial mode of bringing the case within the rule; but 
in Earl of Lisburne v. Davies the consideration of con- 
tiguity was disregarded, and by that decision everything 
is to be reckoned as an encroachment, which the tenant 
is supposed to have been enabled to possess himself 
of by reason of his occupation of the demised lands, 
This is certainly carrying the matter very far, probably 
beyond what is warranted by the necessities of the case, 
when it is considered that the whole process is an artificial 
mode of evading a statute. It seems, however, that 
the rule must be considered as now established 
in its full extent, namely, that whenever a tenant, 
by means of his occupation of the land demised 
(whatever that may mean) adds to what he holds, 
whether by encroachment on the land of a stranger, or 
by encroachment on the land of his lessor, and in the 
latter case, whether with or without his lessor’s consent, 
his encroachment must be taken as included in the 
demise, and will be made for the benefit of his landlord. 
Thus the landlord will at the expiration of the term 
regain or acquire the whole that has been occupied, not- 
withstanding the lapse of the statutory period of limita- 
tion when the land was his own, and by the help of it 
when the land was another's. 








The Right Hon. Mountague Bernard, D.C.L., took his 
seat as a member of the Judicial Committee of the Privy 
Council on the 28th November. 

The chief secretaryship to the Master of the Rolls, (Lord 
Romilly) which has become vacant by the death of Mr. 
W. G. Brett, is worth £1,200 perannum. Mr. Algernon 
Cox, the Secretary of Causes, receives £1,000. 

Mr. Charles Clark, of the Common Law Bar, and Mr. 
Charles Hall, of the Equity Bar, have been elected benchers 
of the Middle Temple. Mr. Clark was called to the bar in 
May, 1830, and Mr. Hall, in November, 1838. 

The death is announced in his gighty-second year of Mr. 
George Chaplin Holroyd, eldest son of the late Sir George 
Lowley Holroyd {who was one of the judges of the Court of 
King’s Bench from February, 1816, till November, 1828), and 
elder brother of Mr. Edward Holroyd, formerly a London 
Commissioner of Bankruptcy. Mr. G. C. Holroyd expired 
at Southernkay, Exeter, on the 25th of November. 
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REVIEWS. 


A Discourse upon Dilapidations, Ecclesiastical and General, 
Their Nature and the Principles of their Assessment Suc- 
cinctly Demonstrated. By Tuomas Morris, Architect. 
London: Simpkin, Marshall & Co. 


On taking up this little work we were in hopes of finding 
it to be a manual addressed to its subject wholly from the 
architect’s and surveyor’s point of view; in which case we 
anticipated a work which might be of much service to soli- 
citors as well as to architects or surveyors. On going 
through the book, however, we find the greater part of its 
170 pages taken up with an exposition of the legal doctrines 
and authorities on the ae The few pages that are 
actually devoted to practical matters of valuation and survey 
convey information which practitioners may find useful. 
We are unable to commend the legal part of the work. 
Mr. Morris seems to have gone to the proper sources for his 
law, but his discourse is couched in vague and inaccurate 
language; whereas nothing short of the greatest terseness 
and precision could succeed in compressing into 170 
small pages the leading principles of ‘“ Ecclesiastical 
and General Dilapidations,” including the topics of fixtures, 
insurance and kindred matters. The grammar is sometimes 
defective to an extent that makes the meaning of sentences 
doubtful to anyone not already acquainted with the subject. 
On one page we are told that “ demise’’ is derived from 
“‘dimittere, to depart with;” while from p. 161 it would 
seem that Mr. Morris actually regards the impost “ hearth- 
money” as a tax imposed on the domestic fireplace in 
order to discourage a ‘‘ dangerous luxury” fraught with in- 
cendiary risks. 





COURTS. 


THE ALBERT LIFE ASSURANCE 
ARBITRATION.* 
(Before Lord Carens.) 
June 19, July 21—Re Albert Life Assurance Company, 
Lancaster's case (No. 2). 

Itfe assuranee company—Winding up—Policy— Annuity 
contract—Amount of proof—Principles on which claims are 
to be estimated. 

When a life assurance company is being] wound up, the 
method of estimating the claims on ordinary annuity con- 
tracts and policies, that are still subsisting in accordance with 
the 158th section of the Companies Act and the 25th rule, 
is as follows :— 

The time as from which the valuation is to be made is the 
date of the order to wind up. 

The claim on an annuity contract is to be estimated at 
the then present value of the annuity according to certain 
tables, 

With regard to policies, the then present value of the rever- 
sion in the sum assured is to be ascertained according to cer- 
tain tables and the then present value of the future annual 
premiums, taking into consideration the pure premiums only, 
and the difference between these two sums is to be the value of 
the claim on @ policy. 

In no case is there to be a re-examination of the life 
assured. 

Here as regards annuities the tables of the company originally 
granting the annuity were to be taken, tand where those tables 
could not be ascertained, then the Government Annuitanis’ 
Experience Tables. Andas egards policies the tables to be 
taken were the Seventeen Offices’ Experience Tables, The rates 
of interest in all cases being four per cent. 

Queere, whether the refusal by a Life Assurance Company 
to receive the premiums on an ordinarg life policy is a 
breach of contract? 

Bell’s case, 18 W. R. 688, LZ. R. 9 Lg. 706, disapproved. 


This was a question as to the method according to which the 
claims on annuity ccntracts and policies of the Albert Life 
Assurance Company subsisting at the time of the winding up 
of the company ought to be estimated. 

Several different methods had been suggested, among 


1. To take the present values of the sum assured, and of the 





* Reported by Richard Marrack, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. 





future premiums, and to consider the difference as the value 
of the claim on a policy. 

2. To ascertain the sum for which some other office would 
undertake to assure the policyholder for the same sum at 
the same premium. 

3. To take the surrender value of the policy. 

4. Totake the amount ofthe premiums paid. 

Milward, Q.C., and Roweliffe, for Lancaster, a policy- 
holder.—We had two remedies against the company. We 
might have said, ‘ Now that you have declined to go 
on with the contract, give us back all the money we 
have paid on the footing of that contract, which you 
are departing from.’”’ We might thus have recovered all 
the premiums paid and interest thereon, as upon a total 
failure of consideration. Or we might have sued them by way 
of damages for breach of contract. The contract is substan- 
tially broken. If not actually broken, it is quite clear that 
it must be broken, and this breach will revert back to the 
time of the winding up. The damages must be estimated at the 
amount which it would take to put us in the same position as 
we should have been in if the contract had not been broken. 
Take the case of an underwriter who, while the risk is 
current, becomes insolvent. We clearly should have a right 
of action of some kind. We could say, ‘‘ Givaus as much as 
we should practically have to pay somebody else to stand in your 
shoes.” This sum would vary with circumstances. So now we 
can Claim the amount which another company would require 
to undertake to be liable for the amount assured, at the same 
premium, and this amount would vary according to the 
present state of health of the person assured. As for the 
158th section of the Companies Act, which directs that a just 
estimate of the value of the claims be taken—does this mean 
the value in the hands of the company, or in the hands of the 
policyholder? Surely the policyholder is entitled to prove 
for the amount he has actually lost. 

Mackenzie, for a participating policyholder.—Some differ- 
ence ought to be made between the cases of a participating 
and a non-participating policyholder. The method of ascertain- 
ing the damages should have reference to the amount of the 
premiums paid. 

Walford, {or policyholders in Germany.—The premiums 
paid ought to be returned, as was held in Warner's case. 
simple method of estimating the damages would be to take the 
difference between the premium that has been actually payable 
and the premium that would in each case be payable if the 
policy were now granted, and to treat the value of an annuity 
of this difference at the present age of the life as the amount 
which the policyholder is entitled to claim. 

Caldecott, for a policyholder where the life was now unin 
surable.—lIn this case the policyholder is entitled to claim the 
whole sum assured, or the return of his premiums, which would 
be much more. 

Lattey for Indian policyholders, and Burton for Craig. 

Higgins, for the Albert Company.—Some light is thrown 
upon the proper construction of the 158th section of the Com- 
panies Act by King v. The Accumulative Society, 6 W. R.12 
8C.B. N.§.151. Notwithstanding the decision in Craig’s 
case, 18 W. R. 688, L. R. 9 Eq. 711, that the time for valuing 
the claim is the date of bringing it in, I would submit that 
there eught to be one uniform method. The time is fixed, by 
rule 25, at the date of the order to wind up. It seems clear 
that, having regard to section 158 of the Companies Act and 
rule 25, some general principle of universal application must 
be adopted. 

Lord Carrns.—This is a question of considerable difficulty. 
I should have been very glad if I had found that any principle 
had been adopted by the Court of Chancery in the course of 
the winding up which would have been applicable, upon satis- 
factory grounds, both to policies and to annuities, and which, 
therefore, I could have followed without any further examina- 
tion. I have been unable, however, to satisfy myself that 
any principle has been adopted by the Court of Chancery, 
which will apply upon sound and clear grounds to the case of 
policies of insurance, and of annuities, and which would im 
my opinion be consistent with the enactments of the Com- 
panies Act. 

In considering the question, I have to deal with the case, 
and only with the case, of those life policies and annuities 
which were actually current at the date of the winding up. 
Where instalments of an annuity had actually become payable, 
or where a life policy had actually become payable before the 
date of the winding up, there no questions as to valuation arise. 
The claim would be admitted for the actual sum that 
ought to have been paid before the winding up. I 
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have to deal with those cases where the policy or the 
annuity contract was current at the date of the winding up. 
There are in some or all of the companies other contracts of a 
more special kind—for instance, endowments and contracts of 
survivorship—but the general observation will apply, with an 
alteration of detail only, to those other cases, 
I take, first, the case of an annuity contract. 'The contract 
in that case is of the most simple kind; it is a contract to 
y, half-yearly or yearly, an annuity to the annuitant, so 
ong as the annuitant lives. In the case I have supposed 
there is no breach of contract at the date of the winding up, 
and there being no debt at the date of the winding up 
the case falls within the 158th section—‘“‘ In the event of any 
company being wound up under this Act all debts payable on 
a contingency and all claims against the company, present or 
future, certain or contingent, ascertained or sounding only in 
damages, shall be admissible to proof against the company, & 
just estimate being made, as far as is possible, of the value of 
all such debts or claims as may be subject to any contingency, 





the winding up a policy of that kind stands ina different 
position ; it is an actual claim for the whole amount). It ig 
also to be observed that we have here to deal not with the 
case of a going company which is being sued for a breach of 
contract. Indeed, it is very difficult to see, in a case of a 
policy of insurance, how there can be any breach of contract 
short of a refusal to pay upon the falling in of the life, [ 
know it has been suggested that a refusal to receive the pre. 
miums from year to year would be a breach of the contract, 
and that thereupon an action might be brought. I do not de. 
sire toexpress any opinion upon that point ; but it is some. 
what difficult to see how such an action could be maintained, 
and certainly, as far as I know, no such action has ever been 
brought or maintained. But all that may be set aside here, 
because, whether an action could or could not be maintained 
for a refusal to receive the premiums, I repeat that at the 
date of the winding up, even in that sense, there was no re. 
fusal to receive the premiums, and therefore no breach of con- 
tract. If, however, a going company were sued for a real 


or sound only in damages, or for some other reason do not | breaeh of the contract—that is to say, for the non-payment of 


bear a certain value.” Coupled with that there is to be 
taken the 25th rule of the General Orders issued under 
the authority of the statute. “The value of such debts 
and ‘claims as are made admissible to proof by the 158th 
section of the said Act shall, so far as is possible, 
be estimated according to the value thereof at the 
date of the order to wind up the company.” In this case we 
have, therefore, to deal with what may be termed a debt 
solvendum in futuro, to be paid year by year, so long as the 
annuitant lives. There is no uncertainty in the amount that 
will have to be paid. There is no question of damages. There 
is nothing directed by the Act to be taken into account with 
regard to any peculiar damage to any particular individual by 
reason of the non-payment of his annuity, although the non- 
payment of an annuity to one person may bea much more 
serious and inconvenient thing than the non-payment of it 
to another. What the Act directs to be ascertained is 
the thing of itself capable of valuation, without any reference 
whatever to the circumstances of the person who is to receive 
the annuity. The only question, therefore, is as to the scale 
and manner of valuation, I find, with regard to annuities, 
that in some of the companies absorbed by the Albert Company 
valuations have already been made by the Court of Chancery, 
founded upon the tables of the company granting the an- 
nuity. These valuations have, however, not been made as at 
the date of the winding-up order, according te the General 
Order, but have been made at a date subsequent, either upon 
the bringing in of the claim or some other day subsequent to 
the winding-up order. In my opinion, so far as regards the 
mode of valuation and the scale of valuation, this principle is 
correct ; but the time at which the valuation is made is, in 
my opinion, wrong. It is obviously a fair and proper mode 
of valuation, when you can find the tables of the company 
which has granted the aunuity, to take those tables as a basis 
of the valuation. It is a right thing, if a person is to be re- 
imbursed, as it were, the value of his annuity, that the value 
should be ascertained on the same scale on which the annuity 
was originally granted and paid for. The result, therefore, 
with regard to annuities, is that, in my opinion, in every case 
a valuation of the annuity must be made, as at the date of 
the winding-up order, according to the tables of the company 
originally granting the annuity ; and where those tables can- 
not be ascertained (which possibly may be the case in some of 
the minor companies), then according to the table which, after 
consideration, I have thought the best one to adopt—the 
table which is called the Government Annuitants’ Experience 
bron such cases, taking four per Cent. as the rate of inte- 
est. 

I now come to the case of policies of insurance. I take at 
present whole-life policies, I may repeat shortly what I have 
often had occasion tosay here. What is the nature of the con- 
tract of insurance? Jt is a contract by which the insured is 
under no obligation to pay the premiums ; it is a contract by 
which the company insuring is under no obligation to con- 
tinue its business ; but the company undertakes that if the 
person insured will pay the fixed premiums from year to year, 
the funds of the company for the time being, including the un- 
paid capital, shall be answerable in preper order to pay the 
sum insured on the falling in of the life, and on proper proof 
being given of that event to the company. 

_ That'being the nature of the contract, it is to be observed 
in the first place that at the date of the winding-up, taking it 
distinctly as at that moment of time, there is no breach of the 
contract (I have said that where the life has dropped before 





the sum insured—there, again, it is difficult to imagine how 
there could be any damages other than the amount which was 
covered by the policy, which ought to have been paid. In the 
case with which I have to deal it is only, as it seems to me, 
under the operation of the 158thsection and the 25th rule that 
policies current at the date of the winding-up can be pro- 
vided for, and claims in respect of them estimated under the 
winding up atall. I should have thought that, but for an 
authority in the Court of Chancery, which I shall presently 
refor to in detail, namely, Bell’s case, the course pointed out 
by this section and this rule was clear. It is well known what 
putting an estimate on the value of an insurance means. 
Persons may differ as to the table by which the valuation is 
to be made, or as to the rate of interest to be taken ; but the way 
in which the value of an insurance is to be estimated is a thing 
perfectly well known, and the thing is attempted and suc- 
ceeded in every day, andI should have thought, but for the 
decision to which I have referred, the course under the 158th 
section and the 25th rule wasa clear one, and as simple as any 
somewhat difficult problem of arithmetic could be made. 

The effect of the decision in Bell's case, however, as I un- 
derstand it, is this. The Court there held that this mode 
might be adopted of valuinga policy. You might select 
another company with premiums the same as the Albert, with 
capital and antee proprietary fund as nearly as possible 
the same as the Albert had, or, at all events, professed to have. 
You might then go to that company and find for what pre- 
mium the company would now insure the life of a person in- 
sured in the Albert, after examining, if necessary, his state 
of health. And then, when you had found the premium which 
the person insured would have to pay to this new company at 
the present time, and had cempared that with the premium 
he before paid for the same amount to the Albert, and had 
taken the difference between the two premiums, and had 
capitalized that difference, having regard to the expectancy of 
life, you would then have the amount which ought to be 
paid to the person insured to put him in as good a position as 
he would have been in if the Albert Company had not been 
wound up. Now, so far as that sum arises from the mere 
difference of age, introducing no other ingredient into the 
case, but taking, for instance, a person who has insured in the 
Albert at the age of 25, and who is to be reinsured in this 
supposed company at the age of 50, not looking at any diffe- 
rence in the state of health at one time and another, but 
merely looking at the difference of premium for # man of 25 
and a man of 50—so far as the decision was founded on 
those elements, it would have supplied a not inaccurate mode 
of arriving at an estimate of the value of the policy. Ifthere 
were nothing more, then I should have been willing to have 
followed that principle, But the difficulty I feel is in following 
the decision so far as it introduces into the case other elements, 
viz., the re-examination and the consequences of the re-exam!- 
nation or the non-examination of the lives to be insured by the 
new company. Because the decision goesto this, that if the par- 
ticular person whose life is proposed for re-insurance has in the 
meantime passed into a state of health which either makes 
him non-insurable or makes him insurable only upon 
more disadvantageous terms than formerly, or if the life to be 
reinsured cannot be produced for re-examination, in all those 
cases the Fae is under some peculiar and special damage, 
separate the question of the value of his policy, and prac 
tically provision is to be made out of the assets of the com- 
pany for that particular and special damage. 

ow I have considered Beli’s case with great anxiety, 88 
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the decision of a judge for whose opinion I have the highest 

ible respect, and who appears in that particular case to 
cose taken very great pains to give weight to all the arguments 
which were addressed to him in support of the different views 
that were then proposed to the Court. I will state shortly the 
reasons which make me unable to follow the part of the deci- 
sion which I have last adverted to. 

In the first place I find that neither in the arguments before 
the Court, nor in the judgment of the learned judge, was any 
reference whatever made to the section of the Act which I have 
mentioned or to the 25th rule. In point of fact the date of 
the winding up order mentioned in the 25th rule was not 
taken at all as the date for valuation, but a period altogether 
different, namely, a period at the close of the time covered by 
the last premium that was paid. I cannot help thinking that 
if the section aud the rule had been prominently brought 
‘before the Court, the Court would scarcely have arrived at 
the conclusion it did in Bell’s case. 

In the next place, in my opinion the problem to be solved 
under the Act being the finding of a just estimate of the 
value of the policy, the special damage sustained by a parti- 
cular individual has nothing whatever to do with the value of 
the policy. In the course of the argument I put a case that 
will illustrate sufficiently my meaning. Take the case of A. 
effecting an insurance on the life of B. B. is abroad. The 
object is that A. should be reinsured in a newcompany. The 
mew company will say :—“ You must produce the life, so that 
we may examine him.’’ He being abroad will not come at 
all; or being at a great distance from England says :—* I will 
come home to be re-examined if you pay my expenses home 
and back again, which will cost £200.’ The question that 
-occurs to my mind is, what possible equity can there be in the 
distribution of assets to make the other policyholders pay this 
£200 (because it must be paid out of their money) in order to 
indemnify the particular policyholder A. for the expense of 
bringing to this country the life that is to be inspected for re- 
dnsurance? In peint of fact special damage seems to me to 
be a thing relating entirely to a class of ideas different from the 
class of ideas entering into the question of the valuation of a 
policy for the purpose of paying its value out of assets, 
Special damage would apply to the case I supposed some time 
ago of an action brought against a going company for a breach 
of contract, in which case a jury may be directed to take into 
account the special damage done to the particulor individual. 

The next point in regard to Bell's case which I have to ob- 
‘serve upon is this,—the mode of valuation there adopted 
‘involves the question of what another company would think of 
the health of the person formerly insured in the company being 
wound up. Now, in the first place, that raises the inquiry 
not merely of what the state of health of the person is, but 
retrospectively what the state of health of the person now to 
be examined was at a period nearly two years past and gone, 
as to which the state of health of any person must be merely a 
matter of speculation and conjecture, Further than that it 
introduces not merely opinion evidence as to the state of health 
which is never satisfactory, but opinion evidence of the worst 
possible kind, because it is to be the opinion evidence of 
another company, or the officers of another company, who are 
not going actually or may not be going to insure the life, for 
there is to be no obligation after all upon the other company 
to insure the life, and no obligation upon the person making 
the claim to insure himself in the other company. It is opinion 
evidence again which you have no means of checking, because 
the inquiry proposed by the Court is what would another 
company do if it were asked to insure the life. The only 
answer to that can be from the other company, that they would 
either insure the life or not, or would insure it for such an ad- 
ditional sum, and from the very nature of the case that is evi- 
dence which cannot be controverted, because it is not evidence 
of a fact, but evidence merely of a speculative opinion. 

Farther, the test proposed in Bell’s case substitutes a sol- 
‘vent for an insolvent company, and under the guise of attempt- 
ing to put the person insured in as good a position as he was 
in before, the mede adopted would put him in a very much 
better position. 

Then this alone would be to my mind an inseparable diffi- 
culty in adopting the principle of Bell’s case—the principle of 
that case is not homogeneous with the mode, adopted by the 
Court of Chancery in this winding up, of valuing annuities. 
Annuities are proposed to be valued precisely on the principle 
of taking the value of the annuity as a piece of property and 
mot on any question of special damage sustained by the annui- 
tant. Therefore, in dealing with assets of which there must 

‘be a distribution between annuitants and policy holders, and 





which ought to be distributed on homogeneous 

between the claimants, the Court would be dealing with one 
class of claimants in one way and with the other in a per- 
fectly different way, and instead of dividing the assets 
equitably would be dividing them inequitably. 

I am, therefore, unable to follow the mode of valuation 
suggested in Bell's case, and after the best consideration 
which I am able to give to the subject, and after fortifying 
myself with the best advice which I could procure from the 
best authorities, I have come to the conclusion that there 
must be what is termed and is well known as a pure premium 
valuation as at the date of the winding-up order, the rate of 
interest assured being four per cent., and the tables being 
the Seventeen Offices’ Experience Tables. The principle 
will be adopted in this way. There must be determi 
on the one hand the present value of the reversions in the 
sum assured at the decense of the life, and on the other the 
present value of the future annual premiums. The difference 
between these two sums represent the value of the policy. 
But the annual premiom payable is divisible into two parts; 
first, the part which it is calculated will provide®for the risk, 
called the pure premium, and, secondly, the addition for office 
expenses and other charges, which is sometimes called the 
loading. The pure premium only is to be taken into account. 
The value of the policy, therefore, will be the difference be- 
tween the value of the reversion in the sum assured and 
the value of a life annuity of an amount equal to the pure 
premium. 

The Indian policies will be valued on the same principles 
as the European, On Indian policies an extra premium is pay- 
able so long as the lives insured are in India, which is re- 
mitted on their return to Europe. This temporary extra 
premium is the equivalent for the increased mortality of the 
tropical climate, and will not be taken into account in the 
valuation. 

The observations I have made have put out of the case 
altogether the question of any peculiar mode of valuation of 
profit policies. That I consider to have been properly dealt 
with by the Court of Chancery. The portion of the premiam 
attributable to the sharing of the profits is altogether out of 
the case. 

Solicitors, Lewis, Munns, § Longden ; Gregory, Roweliffe, 
Rowcliffe,§ Rawle. 





COUNTY COURTS. 
NEWNHAM. 
(Before CuaRLEs SumMNER, Esq., Judge.) 
Brewer vy. Carter and Goold, 
Sheriffs’ fees. 

A sheriffs’ officer issued execution at the instance of the 
plaintiff in an action. After seizure the goods seized were 
elaimed by a party other than the defendant to the action ; and 
the plaintiff to the action declining to contest that claim, the 
sheriffs’ officer withdrew. 

Held, that the sheriffs’ officer could not recover his fees from 
the plaintiff to the action 

H. J. Hunt for the plaintiff. 

Defendant Goold in person. 

Mr. Sumner.—In this case the plaintiff, a sheriff’s 
officer, sued the defendants for his fees on executing a 
ji. fa., which had been issued at the instance of the 
defendants in an action by them against one Edmunds. 
After the goods were seized a claim to them was put 
in by another person, and the defendants, upon re- 
ceiving notice of such claim from the officer, declined to 
contest it, and he thereupon withdrew and brought this ac- 
tion against the defendants, who acted throughout as their 
own attorneys, for his fees. No evidence was given that the 
defendants had pointed out to the plaintiff the in 
question as those upon which the ft. fa. was to be levied. The 
question which I have to consider was whether the action 
would lie. On behalf of the plaintiff, Mr. Hunt cited a 
number of cases which have been recently decided in various 
county courts, in which the attorney instructing the sheriffto 
execute the writ has been held liable to the officer for his fees, 
even although the execution has beenabortive or unproductive. 
On examination of as many of those cases as I have been. able 
to refer to, I find that nearly all are distinguishable from the 

resent, In Bennett v. Snow, decided at Worcester, the levy 
had been defeated by a claim put in by the landlord for rent, 
so that, as was observed by the learned judge, there had 
been a good execution against the goods of the execution 
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debtor. In Tuckey v. Hurford, at Clerkenwell, the officer 
had done all in his power to execute the writ, and had only 
failed to do so from the fact of the debtor not having any 
goods, Of the case of Brewer v. Inskip, stated to have been 
decided at Bristol, I have not been able to find a report. It 
may or may not be on aJl fours with this. Newman v. 
Froggatt, decided at the Westminster County Court, differs 
from this, as the defendant in that case gave special direc- 
tions to the officer by which he was induced to arrest the 
wrong person. In the case of Newman v. Morris, decided by 
the same judge, the writ had been duly executed. Two 
cases, however—WVewman v. Russell and Newmar v. Merriman 
—do not appear to be distinguishable from the one under 
consideration. In those cases the judge of the City of Lon- 
don Court held the action maintainable. It is clear, how- 
ever, that I ought not to follow this unless it commends 
itself to my own judgment. And I am of opinion that it is 
not consistent with sound legal principles. For the action, 
if maintainable, must be so either in pursuance of a contract 
express or implied, or by virtue of the statute which regu- 
lates the fees of sheriff's officers. There is here no expressed 
contract, for no direction was proved to have been given to the 
sheriff except that contained in the writ. Nor can any con- 
tract, in my opinion, be implied from the circumstances, 
No custom for the party or attorney to pay the fees in such 
a case was proved, or, as I believe, could have been proved ; 
and I see nothing from which an undertaking to pay them 
can be inferred, The sheriff is bound, in virtue of his office 

to execute the writ, and it is notorious that the proceeds of 
the execution are looked to for the incidental fees and ex- 
penses, and the sheriff's officer, as well as the sheriff himself, 
must take the rough as well as the smooth part of his office ; 
nor is it harder that he should lose his fees than that the 
execution creditor, who has done no more than set the law 
in motion, should defray them out of his own pocket. There 
is, therefore, no contract upon which the plaintiff can rely 
in this action; nor can he ground his claim upon the 
statute, for that gives him a rizht to the fees only when he 
levies on the goods of the execution debtor, and. not when he 
levies on the goods of a stranger. On principle, therefore, I 
think the action will not lie, and I think also (like the judge 
of the county court at Newbury in the case of Tuckey v. Cave) 

that I am bound by the authority of the case of Cole v. Terry, 
5 L. T. N.S. 247, following the Nisi Prius decisien in Bilke y. 
Havelock, 3 Camp. 347, in which the same point arose and 
was decided against the plaintiff. I am aware that Bilke v. 
Havelock was decided before the statute of 7 Will. 4 & 
1 Vict., but Cole v. Terry was decided since that statute 
came into operation ; and, for the reason already given, I 
think that statute does not alter the position of the 
plaintiff in this respect. There must, therefore, be judg- 
ment for the defendants ; but if the plaintiff wishes to take 
the opinion of a superior court, he may have leave to appeal. 








APPOINTMENTS. 


Mr. Josspx Henry Warnen, M.A., Barrister-at-Law, has 
been appointed Counsel to the Chairmar of Committees of 
the House of Lords, in succession to the late Mr. Thomas 
F. Kent. Mr. Warner was educated at Balliol College, 
Oxford, where he graduated B.A. in 1859 ; he received the 
Gaisford prize for verse in 1857, and the prize for Latin 
verse in 1858. He was called to the Bar at Lincoln’s-inn in 
January, 1863, and has practised at the Equity Bar. The 
salary of the Counsel to the Chairman of Committees is 
£1,500 per annum. 


Mr. Henry Letcu PemsBerton, of the firm of Pemberton 
Meynell & Pemberton, Whitehall-place, has been ap- 
pointed Solicitor to the Suitors’ Fund of the Court of Chan- 
cery, in the room of Mr. John James Johnson, who was 
recently appointed to the office of Taxing Master. Mr. 
Pemberton was admitted in 1860, and is a brother of Mr. 
Edw. Leigh Pemberton, of the Equity Bar and one of the 
members for East Kent, 

Mr. Wiu1amM Wueattry Knocrsr, solicitor, of Great 
Dunmow, has been appointed by Dr. Abdy, judge of the 
Essex County Court (Circuit No. 39) to be Registrar of the 
Dunmow County Court, in succession to Mr. William 
Thomas Wade, deceased. Mr. Knocker was admitted in 
1866, and has been in partnership with the late Mr. Wade, 
acting as deputy registrar of the County Court during the 
illness and since the death of that gentleman. 





Mr. Wim Hewry Bavzey, solicitor, of Aldershott,. 
Hants, has been elected Town Clerk of ye in the 
same county, in succesion to Mr. William Challis, deceased, 
Mr. Bayley is a nephew of Mr. Richard Henry King, soli- 
citor, of Basingstoke, with whom he served his articles. He 
was admitted in 1860, sinee which period he has practised 
at Aldershott. 

Mr, Frepericx Joun SNELL, solicitor, of Great Bard. 
field, Essex, has been elected clerk to the Board of Guar. 
dians and Union Assessment Committee, Dunmow, which 
office was rendered vacant by the death of Mr. William 
Johnson. Mr. Snell was certificated in 1865, having served 
his articles of clerkship with Messrs. Gepp & Sons, soli- 
citors, of Chelmsford. He has also been appointed superin- 
tendent registrar of births, marriages, and deaths for the 
Dunmow district, which office was likewise held by the late 
Mr. Johnson. 

Mr, Frepericx James Munsy, of Manchester, has been 
appointed a Commissioner to administer Oaths in Chancery, 


GENERAL CORRESPONDENCE. 


Tue Irish CuurcH CoMMISSIONERS. 


Sir,—It may bea matter of interest for you to know, or 
for some of your readers, that since the passing of the Irish 
Charch Act in 1869, there have been several curates allowed 
annuities who were not in enjoyment of the same when 
the Act was completed. This is clearly against the meaning: 
of the Act, which empowers the commissioners to allow an 
annuity only when the claimant has been deprived of a sum 
equal to that for which he claims : ergo—a man should not 
be allowed an annuity when not deprived of it by the tenets. 
of the Act. 

Another instance of what seems an infringement of the Act, 
in exactly an opposite light, is the following :—A clergyman: 
applies for compensation for loss of marriage fees, for which 
6 ma the commissioners have made a rule that, unless 
— can be produced that a tariff of these fees have been: 

ung in the vestry of claimant’s church prior to 1869, he- 
cannot be allowed. 

The clergyman I allude to had shown depositions from 
several parishioners to the effect that such fees had always. 
been allowed to the parson, and yet, because there was no- 
vestry in his church to hang this tariff, he was disallowed 
Here is, then, a man deprived of a large annual sum, by the 
Act,as he can no longer enforce payment of such fees. 

The commissioners have been generally thought to have: 
acted unfairly againstthe legal profession in Ireland by recom- 
mending the applicants to purchase lands, to get the com- 
missioners’ solicitor to draw up the conveyances, &c., who is. 
in receipt of a salary equal to one of the commissioners. 

The tenants, as a rule, adopt the commissioners’ sugges-- 
tion, and thus deprive the local attorneys of any advan-- 
tage which might reasonably have been expected, even in the 
case of their own client. X. Y. Z. 








JusticE TO TRADESMEN. 

Sir, —Allow me to meet the objection of your correspon- 
dent, Mr. W. M. Marratt. I am somewhat disappointed 
that no one has noticed my proposal from a legal point of 
view. Mr. Marratt only writes concerning the social diffi-- 
culties. I think if there are none but those mentioned by 
a correspondent they are not insurmountable, but 

efore I notice them I beg to protest against the lecture 
Mr. Marratt has thought fit to inflict upon me. 
did not mean to write disrespectfully of the great and 
men who are the promoters of what is called 
** Social Science;’’ indeed, they were not in my mind at all,. 
and I did not know that they had progressed so far as 
to become responsible for ‘‘Acts of Parliament ;” but if 
this is the case I hope this Bill for the Abolition of Impri- 
sonment for Debt is not a fair specimen of their legislative 
capacity. I must protest also against yonr correspondent’s 
misrepresentation. Because I advocate that something should: 
be done to neutralise the disastrous effects of this Act it 
does not follow that Iam an admirer of the ‘‘abuses” of 
the old system, or that I approve of the system at all; but 
as my peculiar views are of no interest to the public, and 
your columns are not so convenient as a Social Science picnic 
for airing egotistical peculiarities, I will not trouble you: 
with them. I think that Mr. Marratt’s objections, 
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without an exception, are not such as would apply ex- 
clusively to the system I propose; for nearly every one, 
if not all, would apply canal to the present system, 
except that the disagreeable effects he indicates, which 
can now be produced at a certain expenditure of time 
and money, could be done more quickly and cheaply. But 
we know that if people are disposed to annoy and injure 
each other, the trifling difficulties which now stand in the 
way are no real protection or hindrance, Indeed, if one 
wanted to annoy his neighbour by taking legal proceedings 
in the county court, it may be done without any notice 
whatever, and, provided the amount is small, for two or 
three shillings ; or an equal amount of annoyance can be 
conveyed by a halfpenny post-card. 

I observe that the Social Science gentleman proposes to 
abolish process for recovery of debt under forty shillings, 
and I was much amused to read that one of the officials, 
who was requested to enlighten the worthy gentleman by 
“returns,” declined to do so on the ground that the whole 

roposal could only have emanated from an idiot. Mr. 

arratt treats my proposal as one of a similar nature. I 
confess I cannot answer the ‘‘ poser’? Mr. Marratt puts 
when he asks, ‘‘ If a gentleman bought a horse for £40, and 
was endeavouring to persuade an intimate friend that he 
had given £80 for it, would it not be unpleasant to be con- 
fronted with a ‘Post-office order’ for the amount 
still due? I should think it would be extremely 
embarrassing ; but I venture to doubt whether such a 
case ought to be protected by the “Social Scienee” 
gentlemen ; it seems to me that it would be very un- 
social and dishonest to make such an attempt, and the jury 
who might be called upon to award damages for the annoy- 
ance of such an exposure would be justified in returning a ver- 
dict of “‘ sarve him right.” The whole question socially seems 
to resolve clearly into this,— Who should be protected by the 
law, the debtor or the crediter? Upon whom should be 
thrown the expense of obtaining payment? Mr. Marratt 
thinks the former is worthy of most consideration, whilst 
I humbly venture to think the latter. I beg leave to inform 
Mr. Marratt (if he despises me for admiring things 200 years 
old, what will he think of me ?) that the principle of making 
both parties stake an equal sum for the benefit of the 
Treasury before contesting their claims was a preliminary of 
the old Roman Actio Sacramenti, and so far from being an 
innovation, I merely propose to eradicate from our ‘‘ Roman 
procedure”’ the “improvements” of that “liberal” and 
enlightened Saxon era which only encumber it. 

Temple, Dec, 5, 1871. Pym YEATMAN, 


P. 8. Mr. Marratt seems to have great respect for the 
Baukruptey Laws which he styles “stringent,” He is 
robably not aware that to unscrupulous traders the present 

w is more easily abused and more liable to abuse than 
even Lord Westbury’s Act of 1861. A man has only to 
manufacture creditors to do just as he pleases, and he can 
generally do this without risk or difficulty. There can be no 
safety and no stringency whena man can vote his case away 
from the eyes of the Court. I quite agree with Mr. 
Marratt that the imprisonment for debt, as the system is 
earried out in the County Court, requires amendment in 
practice to render it free from the imputation of “ one- 
sidedness ;”” but in theory, under Headlam’s Act the system 
is almost identical with that of the superior cou;ts, although, 
unfortunately for the poor, this Act is often treated as a dead 
letter by County Court judges. 





OBITUARY. 


MR. W. H. TINNEY, Q.C. 

Mr. William Henry Tinney, Q.C., formerly a Master in 
Chancery, died at his residence, Snowdenham, near Tor- 
quay, on the 30th November, at the advanced age of 88 
years. The late Mr. Tinney was educated at Magdalene 
College, Oxford, and took high honours at the University in 
1805. He afterwards obtained a fellowship at Oriel College, 
and also a Vinerian law fellowship. He was called om 
Bar at the Inner Temple in 1811, and was created a Quoen’s 
Counsel and nominated a bencher of Lincoln’s-inn in 1829. 
He was at the time of his death the senior Queen’s Counsel, 
Mr. M. D. Hill, who heads the present list, having received 
his silk gown in 1834. Among the benchers of Lincoln’s- 
inn Mr. Tinney was junior only to Lord St. Leonards. 
He was chiefly eminent as a real property lawyer and was 





associated witht he late Lord Campbell as one of the Real 

Property Law Commissioners. In 1848 he was appointed to 

one of the Masterships in Chancery, on the abolition of 

which office, in 1860, he received a retiring pension of 

£2,500 perannum. He married a daughter of the late Rev. 

Canon Hume, who survives him, but he leaves no issue. 
MR, W. G. BRETT. 

Mr. Wilford George Brett, chief secretary to Lord 
Romilly, Master of the Rolls, expired at Westfield Lodge, 
Surbiton, on the Ist of December, at the age of 57 
years. He was the eldest son of the late Rev. Joseph 
George Brett, of Ranelagh House, Chelsea (who died in 
1852), by his wife Dora, second daughter of the late James 
Best, Esq., of Chilston Park, Kent. He was an elder 
brother of Sir William Balliol Brett, one of the puisne 
judges of the Court of Common Pleas, Another of his 
brothers is Major Sir Wilford Brett, K.C.M.G., who received 
his knighthood for his services as military secre to Sir 
Gaspard Le Marchant, while governor of Malta. Mr. W. 
G. Brett was born in 1814, and received his early education 
at Westminster School, whence he proceeded to Magdalen 
College, Cambridge, where he graduated B.A. in 1837. He 
was called to the Bar at the Middle Temple in April, 1840, 
and for some years practised as an equity draughtsman and 
conveyancer. In 1851 he became chief secretary to Lord 
(then Sir John) Romilly, who was in that year appointed 
Master of the Rolls, having previously filled the office of 
Attorney-General. Mr. Brett wasa justiee of the peace for 
the counties of Middlesex and Surrey. 


MR. G. A. PAYNE. 

Mr. George Augustus Pavne, Barrister-at-Law, died at 
his country residence, East End-house, Fairford, Gloucester 
shire, on the 30th November, in the 63rd year of his age. 
Mr. Payne was educated at Pembroke College, Oxford, 
where he graduated B A. in 1834. He was called to the Bar 
at Lincoln's-inn in June, 1841, and was formerly a member 
of the Oxford Circuit. 








SOCIETIES AND INSTITUTIONS. 


SOLICITORS’ BENEVOLENT ASSOCIATION. 


The usual monthly meeting of the board of directors of 
this association was held at the Law Institution, London, on 
Wednesday last, the 6th instant, Mr. John Smale Torr in 
the chair. The other directors present being Messrs. Brook, 
Hedger, Nelson, Rickman, Shaen, Smith, and Veley (of 
Chelmsford), Mr. Eiffe (secretary). A sum of £90 was dis- 
tributed in relief of the families of five deceased non-member. 
Three new members were admitted to the association. The 
annual dinner in aid of the society’s funds was resolved to 
be held at the usual period next year, and other general 
business was transacted. 





LAW STUDENTS’ DEBATING SOCIETY. 


At the meeting of this society at the Law Institution on 
Tuesday last, Mr. Austin in the chair, the question dis- 
cussed was No, 484 Legal, “Is the question whether an 
order can be made under 17 & 18 Vict. c. 125, s. 3, to refer 
an action as being one of mere account to be determined by 
reference to the pleadings and particulars only ?” Birming- 
ham and Staffordshire Gas Company v. Ratcliff, L. R. 6 Ex. 
224, and 19 W. R. 776. The debate was opened by Mr. 
Page (in the absence of Mr. Blaxland) in the affirmative, 
but was eventually decided in the negative. 





LIVERPOOL LAW STUDENTS’ SOCIETY. 

A meeting of this society was held at the Law Library, 
Cook-street, on Thursday last, the 30th ult., Mr. M. P. 
Jones presiding. The subject for discussion was—‘‘ Cana 
woman married since the ‘ Married Women’s Property Act, 
1870,’ be sued without joining her husband in respect of 
debts contracted by her before her marriage?” The affir- 
mative was carried by a large majority. 





ARTICLED CLERKS’ SOCIETY. 
A meeting of this society was held at Clement’s Inn Hall 
on Wednesday, the 6th December instant, Mr. H. Lewis 
Arnold in the ehair. Mr. Mozley moved the subject for the 
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evening’s debate, viz., “That there should be a general 
amnesty in favour of the Communist prisoners in France.” 
The motion was lost by a majority of one. 





COURT PAPERS. 
COURT OF CHANCERY. 
CAUSE LIST. 
After Michaelmas Term, 1871. 
Before the Lornp CHANCELLOR and the Lorps JUSTICES. 
Appeals. 
1871. 


Boyd v Petrie (R.—March 6) 

Heasman v Pearse (appeal of 
defts. G. Boniface and ors. 
M.—July 1 


3) 
Ellis v Barker (R.—July 
14 
Dixon v Lamare (R.—July 
25 


Giegg v Rees (R.—July 26) 

Patch v Rolt (R.—Aug 1) 

The Oriental Financial Cor- 
poration, limited v Overend, 
Gurney & Co., limited (M° 
—Aug 3 

Upmann v Elkan (R.—Aug 8) 

Allones v Elkan (R.—Aug 8) 

Mc Ilwraith v The Dublin 
Trunk Connecting Railway 
Co. (R.—Aug 9) 

Calisher v Forbes, appeal of 
defts., The Oriental Bank 
Corporation (R.—Aug 9) 

Calisher v Forbes, appeal of 
plaintiff (R.—Nov 11) 

Heas v Pearse, appeal of Wm. 
Martin and ors. (M.—Aug 
9 


Dent v Ottoman Railway Co., 
Fraser v Ottoman Railway 
Co. appl. of William Dent 
& F. Pays (M.—Aug 25) 


Chabord v The New Russia 
Co. (Limited) (R.—Sept 19) 
The Mayor, &c., of the City of 
London v Sandon (R.—Sept 


19 

The Leamoe, &c., of the City of 
London v Metropolitan Ry. 
Co. Metropolitan Ry. Co. 
v Mayor &c. of the City of 
London oe i 29 

Turner v Collins (M.—Nov 8) 

Savage v Savage, Savage v 
Bradbury (S.—Nov 8) 

Jones v Goulding (R.—Nov 9) 

Hardy v The Metropolitan 
Land & Finance Co. (Limi- 
ted) (R.—Nov 11) 

Wilson v Leigh (M.—Nov 18) 

Sharp v St. Sauveur, appeal of 
defts. Loveday and others, 
Sharp v St. Sauveur, appeal 
of deft. Baron de St. Sauveur, 
Sharp v St. Sauveur, appeal 
of deft. W. L. Loveday, 
Sharp v St. Sauveur fe, 
by order (S.—Dec. 23, re- 
stored by order) 

Harding v Metropolitan Ry. 
Co. (R.—Nov 28) 

Clive v Clive spc, by order 

Briggs v Upton (W.—Nov 29) 


Before the MASTER oF THE ROLLS. 
Causes 


In re Gravenor, Gravenor v 
Gravenor f ¢ 

Hay v Bates c, with wits (day 
to be fixed) 

Rennie v Morris c, with wits 
eg” (Dec. 6) 
Neely v Fluker c, with wits 
(V.C.B.) (day to be fixed) 
Littlewood vy Ownsworth md 
(V.C.B.) 

Vansittart v Osborne c, with 
wits (day to be fixed 

Mileham v Pearce, Hinxman 
v Pearcefc & 2 sumns to 
vary (abated)—S. vu. 

Sewell v Bailey fc (S. 0.) 

Judd v Tuckwood f c 

The United States of America 
v Blakely f 


Small v. Pratt fc 

James v James f c & Sumns to 
vary (Dec. 4) 

Moore v Morris f ¢ (S. 0.) 

Beaumont v Brewer f c 

Dering v Ibbotson md (S, 0.) 

Bacon v Dibb f c 

Wrigley v Martinmd 

Holmes v Howse m d (witns 
before examr) 

Smith v Smith fc 

Rice v Ford c 

Longley v Longley md 

In re Cecil Rivers’ Estate, 
Lowther v Rivers f ¢ (Dec. 

16 

Coo a v Kynock m d 

Gibbs v Grady m d 

Reese v Griffiths m d 


Causes transferred from the Booksof the Vice-Chancellors Sir R. 
Malins, Sir J. Bacon, and Sir J. Wickens, by Order dated 16 


Nov. 1871. 


Swales v Kirk mfd VCM_ Set down April 16 
May v Constable mfd VCM April 18 
Dalton vy Hodgson mfd VCM April 21 
Melsome v Pinniger mfd VCM April 24 
‘Quick v Quick mfd VCM April 24 
Smith vy Farrah mfd VCM April 25 
Freebury v Freebury mfd Ay M April 29 


Hayne v Harvey mfd 
Hockenhully Ray c V 
‘Thomas v Caddick mf i 
Nicol v Chavasse mfd 
Constable v Turner mf 
Vickers v Mc Ewen oc 
Kelson v Watts c with wi 
Godson v Pitman c V 
Cree v Foakes mfd 
Little v Moore mfd 
Forbes v Williams c 


May 1 
May 1 
foreexmr VCB Mayl 
May 2 
B May 2 
4 


Grace v Dutton mfd VCM May 10 

The Agra Bank, limd v Northcott mfd VCB May 10 

Martin v Martin mfd VCB Mayll 

Champion v The Conservators of the River Thames c (S.0,) 
VCM May 13 

Cameron v Somerville c a”, VCB May 16 

Leader v Pemberton mf CM Mayl7 

Kingston v The Cowbridge Ry. Co. mfd VCB May17 

Wray v Hunter c VCM May 2 

Wagstaff v The Midland Ry. Co. mfd VCM May25 

Humphries v Hodgson c VCB May 25 

Harman v Derby c, wit VCM May 26 

Garcia v Pochin c VCB May 26 

Mellersh v Faulkner mfd VCW May 26 

Swarbrick v Learoyd c, wit VCM May 27 

Barnard vy Clark mfd VCW May 27 

The Ecclesiastical Commissioners for England v Griffiths mfd 
VCM May 29 

The India and China Tea Co., (Limited) v Teede mf d 
VCM June2 

Harvey v Jennings c VC W June2 

Buchan v Buchan mfd VCM Juned 

Bennett v Partridge c,wit VC W Juned 

Kichards vy The North London Railway Co., c, wit VOM 
June 6 

Rapiey v Walmsley mfd VCW June7 

Lowe v Lowe mfd VCM June8 

Kent v Ingoldby mfd VCB June8 

Robinson v Barret c VCB June8 

White v Watkins c VCB June8 

Stockil v Booker mfd VCM June9 

Stacey v The Tottenham and Hampstead Junction Railway Co., 
mfid VCM June9 

Paine v Price c VOW June9 

Wooler v Wooler mfd VCB June 10 

Nesham v Selby mfd VCW June 10 

Holmes v Holmes mfd VCW Junel0 

Packer v Page mfd VCW June l0 

Read v Markcrow mfd VCB_ Jnunel3 

Penistan v Worsley c VC W June 13 

Sherwin v Bodille mfd VC W June 13 

Cooper v Lorenz mfd VCB Junel4 

Bloomer v Spittle ¢c VCM June 16 

Tayler v Atherton mfd VCM Junel7 

Cooper v Aves mfd VCW Junel7 

Smith v Stone mfd VCM June l9 

Pope v Prob mfd VCM June 2l 

Cloak v Sands c VCM June 22 

Harrison v Topham mfd VCM June 22 

Shorland v Bertram mfd VCW _ June 22 

Armitage v Armitage mfd VCW June 22 

Secker v Nixey mfd VCM _ June 23 

Cannock v Cannock mfd VCW June 23 

Kent v Spokes c, wit VCB June 24 

Addisonv Cox mfd VCM _ June 27 

Leman v Saffery mfd VCM June 28 

Young v Young c VCM June 28 

Phillips v Brookes mfd VCW June 28 

Murray v Hadley c VCM _ June 29 

Gilchrist v Herbert c VCM June 30 

Gough v Smith mfd VCB July3 

Richmond v Richmond mfd YVCM July4 

Cohen v Watson mfd VCM July4 

Glassbrook v Carvell mfd VCM Julyd 

Marchant v Davies c VCM July6 

Nichols v Hill mfd VCM July8 

Pearson vy Rose mfd VCM July8 

Calthrop v Rummens mfd VCB July8 

Rucker v Dobbyn mfd VCB July8 

Lloyd v Tozer md (short) VC W July 11 

Robey & Co.’s Perseverance Iron Works (Limited) v Ollier 
mfd VCM July 12 

Hanrott v Hulett c VCM July 12 

Miller v Miller m d (wits before ae VCwW July? 

Hopkinson v Hopkinson md VCB July 17 

Leahy v Barry md VCB July 18 

Ferneley v Buckley md VCB July 18 

George v Howes md VCM July 19 

Morgan v Seaton md VCW July 19 

‘ ips v Silvester m d (wits before examiner) VC W July 


Harfield vy Bower md VCB J 

Haslam v Eastwood md VCB Augl 

™ ~~ ae Life Assurance Society v Crossman ¢ VOB 
ug - 

Hudson v Cok md VCB Augdi 

Cobbett v Woodward md VCB Aug 18 

Jerred v Berry md VCB Aug 23 

Parryv Murray c VCB Aug 26 


Oldfield vy Boyee md VCM i 20 
y 21 





End of transfer. 
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ie Causes set down since the transfer. ‘sueumm | Attorney-General v Johnstone Telford v The Metropolitan 


Thro pv Brown m a 
The Teign Valley Ry. Co. v 

Southwood m 
Farquhar v Hankey m d 

v Young md 

Maitland v Saffery c 
Tremlow v Shufflebotham c 
Hamilton v Cartwright fc 


Davies v Edwards fe isis 
Pearce v Stone fe ore 
Loweth v Morburn fc "gp 
Thomas v Druce f c ofc. and 
peta., set down by order 
Johnson v Elderton m d (Dec 5) 
Hogg v Hogg m d (short) 


Before the Vice-Chancellor Sir R1icHarp, MALINS. 
Causes, §c. 


The Wilts & Berks Canal 
Navigation v The Swindon 
Water Works Co. (Limited) 
exons. for insufficiency 

Lloyd v Evans plea of deft. 
J. B. Lioyd 

Dence v Dixon c, with wits 
(day to be fixed) 

Francklin v Bacon c, with 
wits (Dec 5) 

Finlay v ae ce, wit (Dec 6) 

Sculthorpe v Tipper md 

Rodd v Pascoe sp c 

Cruikshank v Duffin m d 

Raithby v Hall ¢, wits 
(day to be fixed) 

The Official Liquidator of the 
Birmingham Banking Co. v 
Carter sp c 

Deakins v Andrews m d 

Gray v Gray c, wit (Dec. 12) 

Norfolk v Langley fc & sum 
to vary 

Pemberton v Neill md 

Pemberton v Marriott m fd 

Hill v Westmoreland c, with 
wits (Dec. 18) 

Allen v Morgan md 

Thruppv Scruton c (day to be 
fixed 


Falkner v Cruttwell md 

Mayar v Mercer md 

Walker v Beckley md 

“oe? ams v Chillingworth 
m 


Last v Drake md 

Redpath v Pettis md 

Attwood v Brown c 

The North-Eastern "he: Co. v 
Watson c (restored by order) 

Jackson v The North-Eastern 
Ry. Co. m d (wits. by order) 

Price v Hutchinson c 

Dooner v Tolley m d (plaintiff 
to be cross-examined by 
order) 

Lean v Carrick c 

Andrews v Woodward c 

Wilson v Wilson (P.O.) md 

Jones v Jones md 

Wilkinson v Pocock c, wit (day 
to be fixed) 

Massie v Ray md 

The Staffordshire Joint Stock 
Bank (Limited) v Smith 


sp ¢ 

A v Harrison case on 
appeal from the Dudley 
County Court 

Hiles v Ager md 

In re Moore’s Estate, Eland v 
Moore fc, sums to vary 

Newbolt v Wright md 

Greenwood v Ripley c 

Birks v Silver wood case on 
appeal from The Doncaster 

‘ounty Court 

Smallfield v Smallfield spc 

Mackay v Douglas md 

Woodall v Layard sp c 

Rolfe v Rolfe f c 

—— v —_ md 

The Mexican Ry. Co., limited. 
v Woolloton sp c 


Willems v Dimsdale m d 

Neville v Dunn f ¢ 

Trenchard v Simpson f ¢ 

Cutcliffe v Goddard m 4 

Goddard v Hughes m d 

May v Birton md 

Hine v Hine fe 

Loysel v Freeth m d 

Morley v Brackenbury f ¢ 

Church v Tamvaco md 

Wilson v Brown c 

Torrance v Bolton ¢ 

Atty v Etough spe 

Van Gheluwe v Nerinckx fc 
(transferred from County 
Court by order) 

Bower v The Chesterfield & 
Brampton Ry. Co. md 

Wright v Butlin f ¢ 

Armstrong v Holmes f ¢ 

Lindgren v Horne c 

Clowes v The Staffordshire 
a Waiter Works Co. 
m 

Tomkins v Parker m d(1870— 


T.—40 
Tomkins v Parker m d (1870— 
T.—41 


Dixon v Muckleston md 

Green v Measures f ¢ 

Whitmore v Dickenson f c 
(short) 

Underdown v Stannard c 

Wise v Lawson m d 

Mara v Ray md 

De Wiart v Moseley fc 

Russell v Russell f c 

Davis v Clark m d 

Leach v Westall fc 

Russell v Dickson c 

The Anglo-Swiss Condensed 
Milk Company v The Swiss 
Condensed Milk m d 

Pitt v Pitt fe 

Faulkner v Pares c set down 
at request of deft 

Giacometti v Prodgers md 

The Metropolitan Board of 
Works v Sant f c on equity 
reserved 

Scotson v Robinson f c & sumns 


vary 

Gurney v Temple m d 

Armitage v Armitage case on 
appl from Yorkshire County 
Court 

Dimsdale v Willems c 

The Credit Foncier & Mobilier 
of _— limd. v Childs 


m 
— v McCorquodale 
m 


Murchison v Southgate c 

Kimber v Barber md 

Mitchell v Cook m d (short) 

In re Rooker’s Estate, and 
Rooker v Rooker fc (short) 

Thornhill v Burrell fc 

Raymond v Kemble spc 

Talbot v Frere md 

Marks v Marks fc 

Hayes v Oatley md 


Before the Vice-Chancellor Str JamEs Bacon. 
Causes, $c. 


ging BA, S009 md & sums 


wit, pt hd 6 
Charlton v Chncite md 


West v Tennent ¢ (short) 
Hall v H ves c, wit (da: 
eye c, wit (day 


Bond v Milboun md 





exons for insufficiency (trans- 
ferred from V. C. Wickens 


by order) 
Ramsey v Hooper md 
The London & Paris Hotel Co. 


(Limited) v Mainwaring md 

Johnson v The Dudley & 
West Bromwich Banking 
Company md 

Hayward v Penney m d 

Ford v Foster md 

Hooper v Webb ec, wit (day 
to be fixed) 

Cadman v Cadman c 

Wilson v Tucker m 

Anderson v Anderson m d 

Bigg v Mayor, &c., of 
London md 

Beattie vy Lord Ebury c, wit 
(day to be fixed) 

Hargreaves v Hall md 

Imray v Imeson spc 

Miller v Miller spe 

Gompertz v Kensit m d 

Gray v Seckham sp c 

Moore v Harper, Harper v 
Harper f c (not before 
Dec. 10) 

Gillman v Bish f c 

Bovill v Frost c, evidence 
viva voce at hearing 

Brandon v Coleman 
confesso 

Bemish v Hare md 

Preston v Mayor, &c., of Gt. 
Yarmouth, c 

Spilling v Skoyles md 

The Leicester Waterworks Co. 
vGimson md 

Vertue v Miller md 

Grove v Marshall md 

Meredith v Ruse md 

Savile v Kilner md 

Wilson v Lloyd md 

Levick v Noble md 

Harrop v Hirst md 

Bigg v Mayor, &c., of London 
m 


c, pro 


Motion v Moojen c 


Board of Works m d 

The Peninsular, West Indian 
& Southern Bank (limited) v 
The London General Omni- 
bus Company limited fe 

Brown v Lindsay fc 

Hunter v Bullock fc 

Allhusen v Whittell f ¢ 

Viscount Newry v Earl of Kil- 
morey ¢ evidence viva voce at 
hearing 

Bowyer v White fc 

Ingleby v Ingleby m d 

Price v White f ¢ & sums to 


vary 

Baskett v Skeel f c 

In re C. F. George’s Estate. 
Neame v George. Clarke v 
George f c & sums to vary 

Gumm v Hallett fc (and sums 
to vary) 

Lacon, Bart v The Provincial 
Banking Corporation, limited 


md 
The Provincial Banking Cor- 
poration limited v Tillett fc 
The Central Bank of London, 
limited v Quail c 
Matterson v Baerselman f c 
(and sums to vary) 
King v Engelback ¢ 
Meinertzhagen v Walters fc 
Winter v Walter fc 
Gilbert v Gilbert c 
Oakley v Jewell fe 
Tanqueray v Bowles c 
Watson v Bromley md 
Phillips v Moxon fe 
Addison v Viscount Parker c¢ 
Coote v Jecks md 
Hicks v Ross fe 
Higginbotham v Hawkins md 
Batchelor v Bladon m d 
Budge v Gummow fe & sums 
to vary 
Freeman v Pope fc 
Turner v Jack md 
Harding v Harding fc 
Pickard v Anderson md 


Before the Vice-Chancellor WIcKENS. 
Causes, $c. 


Buller v Hornby d 

Martinv Saunders md (S. 0.) 

Griffiths v Oakley c wit 

The Hampshire Banking Co v 
Moody md 

Torr v Thomas c, with wit 

Hext v Gill md 

Soffe v Prince c 

Saull v Saull c 

Jacubs v Rylance , wit 

Walker v Jersey Waterworks 
Co. (Limited) ¢ 

Alexander v Palmer m d 

Fawcett v Billings md 

Allen v Mew md 

Bianchi v Mackley c, wits 

Russell v Tallerman c 

Heffer v Lee c 

Griesiell v Jackson md 

Walker v Lawton md 

Hopkins v Coleman 
confesso 

Flower v Flower md 

Shelley v Maber md 

Stafford v Stafford c 

Butterfield v Terry sc 

— v Wilson md 

gett v Scott sc 

Spyer v Haswell md 
ower v Flower md 

Piper v Mann fes 

Marquess of Downshire v 
Bellyse c pro confesso 

Finnis v Tuke fc 

Rousseau v Smith fe 

Stubbs v Smith fc 

Fulton v Wilson m d 

B v Tompson f c 

Earl of Dudley v Gye md 


©, pro 


Grinstead v Lucas m d 

Samuel v Page c 

Jacobs v Jacobs md 

Alcock v Connop m d 

Gardener v Jewers m d 

Butler v Webb fc & sums 

J. Mitchell & Co., limited v 
Great Northern RailwayCo. c 

Arnold v Bradbury trial bef ore 
the Court without a jury 

Clark v Pike f c (and sums) 

Shiers v Haswell m d 

Cock v Green f ¢ 

Best v Standeven f c 

Reed v Southgate m d 

Hall v Ramsbottom m d 

Johnston v Kelley m d 

Nickless v Owen md 

Taylor v Taylor c 

Golding v Wright c 

Cundall v Proctor m d 

Gibbins v Gibbins fc 

Barber v Barber f c 

Blakiston v Tebbs fc 

Thomas v Thomas fe 

Deacon v Yearsley md 

Inman v Massey f c 

Howard v Redgate m d & petn 

Allen v Marshall md 

Burford v Slade md 

Barnes v Addy c¢ 

Chilton v East London Ry Co 


fc 
Burt v Hell md 
Farquhar v Hadden fo 
In re Seely, Joyce v Seely fe 
Blake v Thompson c 
Webber v Webber c 
Taylor v Cartwright md 
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Wilkinson v Clements md 

Hall v Hall c 

West v West c 

Pratt v Lady Perrin, 

Slade v Burford m 

Postlethwaite v Moffat md 

Potter v Bell c 

In re Stephenson, Stephenson 
v Stephenson fc & sumns 

Marshall v Wilson md 

Gay v Maggi md 

Lloyd v Vale fc 

Phillips v Griffiths m d 

Block v Archer fc 


Manser v Manser c 


+ _ fo 

Brassey v The St. Thomas’s 
Floating Dock Co. (Limited), 

ther v Same c, wit 

witns 

Reeve v Bytheway fc 

Archer v Johnston fc 

Josselyn v The Tendring 
Hundred Ry Co fo 

Dobree v Nicholson c 

by ¥ jae & Paris Hotel 


spc 


m 
Shaw v Parrat md 








PUBLIC COMPANIES. 


GOVERNMENT FUNDS. 


Last Quoratron, Dec.’8, 1871. 

From the Oficial List of the actual business transacted, 
3 per Cent. Consols, 91f Annuities, April, 85 
Ditto for Account, Jan. 4, 92 x d| Do. (Red Sea T.) Aug. 1908 
3 per Cent. Reduced 913 Ex Bills, £1000, — per Ct.3p m 
New 3 per Cent., 913 Ditto, £500, Do —3 pm 
Do, 33 perCent., Jan. 94 Ditto, £100 & £200, — 3pm 
Do. 24 per Cent., Jan. 794 Bank of England Stook, 44 per 
Do. 5 per Cent., Jan. ’73 Ct. (last half-year) 240 
Annuities, Jan,’80— Ditto for Account, 


INDIAN GOVERNMENT SECURITIES. 


{India Stk.,10}pCt.Apr.’74,206 ; Ind. Enf.Pr., 5 pC., Jan.’72 100 
Ditto for Account Ditto, 5$per Cent.,May,’79109 
Ditto 5 per Cent. July,’80 1103 x d| Ditto Debentures, per Cent., 
Ditto for Account, — April,’64— 

Ditto 4 perCeat., Oct. ’88 1033 Do. Do ,5 per Cent., Aug. °73 108 
Ditto, ditto, Certificates, — Do. Bonds, 4 por Ct., £1000 20 pm 
Ditto Enfaced Ppr., 4 per Cent. 964! Ditto, ditto, under £1000, 20 pm 


RAILWAY STOCK. 





Railways. id,|Closing prices 





Bristoland Exeter. 
Caledonian... ..ercoreeseeccereece 
Glasgow and South-Western 
Great Eastern Ordinary Stock 
| Do.,East Anglian Stock, No.2 
Great Northern wescossse 
D0., A SCOCK® ..cccccccccccccccrcccccoscoccccee! 
Great Southern and Western of Ireland 
Great Western—Original 
Lancashire and Yorkshire 
London, Brighton, and South Coa 
London,Chatham, and Dover.., 
London and North-Western., 
London and South-Western ... 
Manchester, Shoffield,and Lincoln 
Metropolitan.,......o.cocceceeceessessoceees eoveves 
kK! Midland 
Do., Birmingham and Derby 
North British .... 
North London . 
North Staffordsh 
South Devon ....... 
South-Eastern .,. 
Taff Vale 


* A receives no dividend until 6 per cent. has been paid to B, 


104 
116 
124 

48 
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MoneY MArkzt AND City INTELLIGENCR. 


_ There is very little change in the aspect of the markets 
since last week; if anything, the amount of business done 
has seemed rather on the increase. In spite of rumours 
ofa new French loan foreign securities close firm. The rail- 
way market has been a little more irregular in its fluctua- 
tions than of late, and at the moment of writing several 
lines have fallen a trifle, but there is no reason for sup- 
posing that any alteration is taking place in the recent 
tenor of this market. 

Messrs. Shorter & King are authorised to receive appli- 
cations fer 18,000 shares of £10 each, in 1,800 certificates 
of 10 shares each, equal to £100 each certificate, of the Louth 
and Lincoln Railway, to be worked by the Great Northern 
Railway Company. Price of Issue, £92 10s. per certificate 
of £100, equal to £9 5s. per share, with interest at £6 per 
cent. per annum, secured during construction up to Ist 
July, 1873, by investment in consols, in the names of 
trustees, and will accrue on the deposit and payment on 
allotment from the date of allotment, and on each sub- 
sequent instalment from the date of payment thereof, at 
the rate of 6 percent. per annum. 6 payment of such 
interest will be made half yearly, on 30th June and 3ist 





December. The first payment of interest will take place 
on 30th June next. By special agreement ratified by and 
incorporated in the Act of Parliament, the Great Northern 
Railway Company is, on completion, to manage, stock, and 
work the Louth and Lincoln Railway, and, after payment 
of outgoings, to pay over to the company 50 per cent. of 
the gross receipts. The commercial value of the railwa 
is much enhanced by the large mineral traffic which it will 
command from the Derbyshire, Nottingham, and Erewash 
Valley Coalfields, also from the working of the extensive 
beds of ironstone which are situated on both sides of the line, 
and will, ultimately, it is believed, equal the average take 
of the Great Northern Railway system, but estimating 
the traffic at only about one-half, or £46 per mile per week, 
this would give the Company a net receipt of nearly £29,000 
per annum ; in which case, after paying the Debenture In- 
terest, there would be a surplus income of £24,780, or nearly 
10 per cent. per annum on the whole Share Capital. 


The prospectus has been issued of the Mammoth Coppero- 
polis of Utah (Limited) (Armstrong’s Copper and Silver 
Mine), capital, £150,000, in 15,000 shares of £10 each, 
10,000 of which are offered for public subscription ; £1 per 
share payable on application ; £2 per share on allotment ; 
the remainder to be called up in two instalments, viz, £3 
10s. on the 15th February, and £3 10s. on the 15th April, 
This company is formed for the purpose of acquiring a free- 
hold mining property, known as the Armstrong Claim on the 
Mammoth Vein, and locally called the ‘ Copperopolis of 
Utah,” in the Tintic district, territory of Utah, United 
States of America. It is within seventy-five miles of Salt 
Lake City, with which it is connected by a good road, stage 
coaches running on alternate days, making the journey in 
about twelve hours. The southern extension of the Utah 
Railway will pass within twenty miles of the mine during 
the coming summer, enabling the company to convey its ores 
to all parts of the United States, as well as to the Atlantic 
and Pacific coasts. The price to be paid for the property on 
a perfectly satisfactory title being established is £125,000, 
viz., 5,000 fully paid-up share warrants to bearer, and 
£75,000 in cash. Share warrants to bearer will be issued on 
the shares being fully —- on payment of the stamp 
duty, but to those shareholders electing to take fully paid- 
up shares on application, the stamp duty will be paid by the 
company. The directors will not be entitled to receive any 
remuneration unless a minimum dividend of 20 per cent. is 
paid on the shares. 

A. prospectus has been issued of the Victoria Railway 
Company of Natal (Limited), with a capital of £100,000, in 
10,000 shares of £10 each, to construct a railway in the 
colony of Natal, between the port of Durban and the town- 
ship of Verulam, in the county of Victoria. Contracts have 
already been entered into for the construction of the line 
for a distance of fifteen miles, The line will pass through 
the centre of a fertile district, well suited for the growth of 
almost every article of tropical and European production. 
The land is chiefly held by farmers cultivating sugar, 
coffee, cotton, arrowroot, tobacco, and maize; but the pro- 
gress of cultivation is checked by the difficulty attending 
the transport of produce to the port of Durban. 








Dispute Berween A County Court JupGz AND A Re- 
PORTER.—At the October sitting of the Mold County Court, 
the judge (Mr. Vaughan Williams) was reported in the local 
papers to have said, on being referred to a newspaper report 
by a solicitor in court, that “he never read the newspapers, 
and he believed they were not intended for any one who had 
anything else to do.” In a subsequent issue of one of the 
papers in which the report appeared, Mr. Judge Williams 
wrote to deny that he had used the expression, and asserted 
that the reporter had been guilty of “‘ gross and wicked mis- 
representation.” The reporter replied in the next issue, ad- 
hering to the truth of the statement that the judge had used 
the remarks mentioned. The next scene in this ‘strange 
eventful history” was at tho sitting of the Flint County 
Court this week. On taking his seat, Mr. Judge Williams 
asked if the reporter was present. Tine reporter was in attend- 
ance, and made his presence Khown to the irate judge. 
The judge then charged him with inserting false reports in 
the papers, and threatened to send him to prison, as had 
been done in Ireland. He believed him to be a stupid and 
om Be 7 man, and not fit for his post. What he (the 
judge) had really said was, that ho did not read a ‘local 
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paper which circulated only in Mold.” He never said a 


word against the Press, though in parts of his district the 
reporters were mostincompetent. He appealed to Mr. Reper 


- (solicitor) as to whether his statement of the affair was not 


correct. Mr. Roper said he wasin Court at the time, but 
did not hear what took place. The-reporter still asserted 
that his report was correct. His Honour again threatened 
to commit him to gaol, and further honoured him by calling 
him an “obstinate, pig-headed, and ignorant fool,” and 
finished by warning the reporter that if he pursued a similar 
gourse again he would certainly commit him.—Birmingham 
Daily Post. 





BIRTHS, MARRIAGES, AND DEATHS. 


BIRTHS. 
Wxin—On Dec. 2, at Wakefield, the wife of Charles A. 
* Wilkin, solicitor, of a daughter. 
DEATSHS.¢ 
Lioyp—On Nov. 26, at Holles-street, Cavendish-square, William 
Hodson Lloyd, barrister-at-law, of the Middle Temple. 
PowELL—On Nov. 27, James Powell, Esq., many years Town 
Clerk of Chichester, aged 73 years. 
Reeves—On Nov. 29, at 15, Westbourne-park Villas, Bays- 
water, John Frederic Reeves, solicitor, aged 61. 
TrneEY—On Nov. 30, at Snowdenham, Torquay, William 
Henry Tinney, Esq., Q.C., late Master in Chancery, aged 87. 





LONDON GAZETTES. 


Professional Partnerships Dissolved. 
Tuespay, Dec. 5, 1871. 


Hordern, Alex R, & Joseph B Churchill, Devereux-ct, Temple, Attorneys 
and Solicitors. Nov 29 


Winding up of Joint Stock Companies. 
Tougspay, Dec. 5, 1871. 
UNLIMITED IN CHANCERY. ’ 

St Ives and West Cornwall Junction Railway Company.—Petition for 
winding up, presented Nov 28, directed to be heard before Vice Chan- 
cellor Malins, on Dec 15, Heather & Co, Paternoster-row, solicitors 
for the petitioner. 

South Devon Mutual Shipping Assurance Association.—The Master of 
the Rolls has, by an order dated Nov 1, appointed Hy Blanchford, 
Teignmouth, to be official liquidator. 

LIMITED IN CHANCERY. 

Shanklin Esplanade and Villa Company (Limited).—Creditors are re- 
quired, on or before Dec 30, to send their names and addresses, and 
the particulars of their debts or claims to Robt Palmer Harding, 8, 
Old Jewry. Monday, Jan 15 at 11, is appointed for hearing and ad- 
jndicating upon the debts and claims. 

STANNARIES OF CORNWALL, 
Fripay, Dec. 1, 187i. 

Harmony and Montague Tin and Copper Mining Company (Limited).— 

Petition for winding up, presented Nov 27, directed to be heard before 


the Vice Warden. at the Law Instituiion, Chancery-lane,on Monday, . 


Dec ll at 12. Affidavits intended to ve used at the hearing in oppo- 
sition to petition, must be filed at the Registrar’s Office, Truro, on or 
before Dec 7, and notice thereof must, at the same time, be given to 
the petitioners, their solicitors, or their agents. Gregory & Co, Bed- 
ford-row ; agents for Hodge & Co, Truro, solicitors for the petitioners 

Ropery Mining Company.—The Vice Warden has, by an order dated 
Nov 23, ordered that the above company be wound up by the court. 
Paul, Truro, petitioner’s solicitor. 


Creditors under Estates in Chancery. 
Last Day of Proof. 
Faway, Nov. 31, 1871. 


Hibbert, John, Brookside, Chester, Cotton Manufacturer, Jan 1. Boden 
v Hibbert, V.C. Wickens. Hibbert, Hyde 

Sewell, Robt Sadlier, Sussex House, Hammersmith, Gent. Jan 1. 
Ostrehan v Prendergast, V.C. Wickens, Tompson & Co, Stone-bidgs, 
Lincoln's-inn 

Muore, Eliz, Astley, Warwick, Widow. Dec 28, Moore v Ryley, V.C. 
Wickens. Woodcocks & Co, Coventry 

Jones, Hugh, Wood-st, Cheapside, Esq. Dec 30. Griffiths v Jones, 
V.0. Wickens. Barnard & Harris, Gresham-bldgs, Basinghall-st 

Oldham, Wm Seeley, Plestowes, Warwick, Farmer. Jan 6. Oldham v 
Davis, V.C. Malins. Reece & Harris, Birm 

Webber, Martha Amelia, Harrington-sq, Spinster. Dec 23. Webber v 
Corbett, V.C. Malins, Iliffe & Co, Bedford-row 

Eamonson, Joseph Lewis, Hessle, York. Dec 29. Eamonson v Dowding, 
M.R, Radcliffe, Salisbury 

Hatton, Benj, Park-st, Grosvenor-sq, Gent. Jan1. Ryan v Stockdale, 
M.R. Robson & Co, Sackville-st, Piccadilly 

Tuespay, Nov, 21, 1871. 
Angas, Jonothan, Ladbroke-crescent, Notting-hill, Gent. Dec 22. 
7) , M.R, Fraser, Furnival’s-inn, Holborn 
= Benj, Gt Woodstock-st, Marylebone, Carver. Dec 23, Evans v 
mn, M.R. 

Cowden, Martha, .Owen’s-row, St John's-st-rd, Clerkenwell. Dec 29. 
Cowden » Clitherow, M.R. Lewis & Sons, Wilmington-sq, Clerkenwell 

Flavell, Isaac, Northfield, Worcester, Farmer. Dec 31. James v Flavell 
V.C. Malins. Gem, Birm 





Jubber, Hy, Long’s Hotel, New Bond-st, Esq. Jan5. Smith »Jubber 
V.O. Malins. Chapple, Carter-lane 

Pheysey, Hy, Princes-sq, Wine Merchant, Jan 10. Pheysey v Pheysey 
V.C. Wickeus. Walker & Jerwood, Furnival’s-inn, Holborn 

Smith, Geo, Snaith, York, Gent. Jan 1. Smith, M.R. England & Son, 


Goole 

Stainton, Robt Proctor, Lpool, Wine Merchant, Jan 1. Stainton v 
Summers, Registrar, Lpool District 

Sultzer, John, Norwich, Manufacturer. Jan 1i. | Davey v Sultzer, V.C. 
Bacon. Coaks, Norwich 


Creditors under 22 & 23 Vict. cap. 35. 
Last Day of Claim. 
Fripay, Nov. 31, 1871. 

Batson, Stanlake Ricketts, Linton, Cambridge, Esq. Dec3!. Meredith 
& Co, Lincoln’s-inn 

Benesh, Maurice, Fenchurch-st, Commission Agent, Dec 26. 
Gresham-st 

Beney, Ann, Mayfiefd, Sussex, Widow. Dec 26. Sprott, Mayfield 

Bowden, Clara, Widcombe, Somerset, Widow. Jan 20. Young & Co, 
Frederick’s-pl, Old Jewry 

Bradbury, Hy, Newcastle-under-Lyme, Stafford, Innkeeper. Jan 29. 
Slaney, Newcastle-under-Lyme 

Cockshutt, Edmd, Preston, Lancashire, Cotton Spinner. Dec 15, Banks 
& Dean, Preston 

Cookson, Wm, Guildford, Surrey, Coal Merchant. Dec 30. Lovett, 
Guildford 

Ellwood, Hy, Adelaide-rd, Hampstead, Gent. Jan 31. Field & Co, 
Lincoln’s-inn-fields 

Hallam, Sami Jas, Beulah-hill, Norwood, Esq. Dec 30. Bell & Cos 
Bow Church-yd 

Higgin, Mary, Netherhouses, Ulverston, Lancashire. Jan 1. Meakin, 
Broughton-in-Furness 

Lambert, Hy Stone, Surgeon P. 0. Steamship “ Massilia.”” Dec 20. 
Hodding, St Mildred’s-ct, Poultry 

Lavington, Hugh, The Grove, South Lambeth, Carrier. Dec 39. Dalton 
& Jessett, Clement’s-lane, Lombard-st 

Lord, Wm, Hawthorns, Clapham-rd, Esq. Feb 1. Rogers, Westminster- 
chambers, Victoria-st 

McGarry, Wm, Edwardsburgh, Ontario, Canada. Febl. Harvey & 
Alsop, Lpool 

Mills, Lettice, Edwd-st, High-st, Deptford Widow. Jan4. Watson, 
Finsbury-pl South 

Nedby, Wm, Scarborough, York, Geni. Jan 1. Moody & Co, Scar- 
borough 

Pearson, Cbas, Roath, Glamorgan, Gent. Feb1. Heard, Cardiff 

Poulton, Rowland, Devonshire-ter, Kensington, Warehouseman. Dec 31. 
Ashley & Tee, Frederick’s-pl, Old Jewry 

Ride, John, Sandiacre, Derby, Farmer, Feb 3. Percy & Co, 
Nottingham 

Rogers, Ann, Bath, Somerset, Widow. Jan5. Page, Southampton 

Smith, Jane, Richmond, York, Spinster. Dec 27. Tomlin, 
Richmond 

Strother, Mary, Scarborough, York, Wine Merchant. Jan 23. Wooodall 
& Woodall, Scarborough 

Thurley, Jesse Miller, North Ranceby, Lincoln, Farmer. Feb 23. Peake 
& England, Sleaford 

Walters, Geo, Stapenhill, Derby, Baker. Dec 30. Higginson, Ashby= 
de-la-Zouch 

Wheeler, Wm, Lower Spernall, Warwick, Gent. Feb 1. Hobbes & Co, 
Stratford-upon-Avon 

Williamson, Chris, Billinghay, Lincoln, Gent. Jan1. Brown & Atter, 
Peterborough 


Mason, 


Tuespay, Dec. 5, 1871. 

Allen, John, Handsworth, Stafford, Gent. Feb 29. King, Birm 

Apps, John, Goudhurst, Kent, Auctioneer. Jani, Hinds, Goudhurst 

Baldwin, Saml, jun, Lamberhurst, Kent, Farmer. Jan 1. Hinds, 
Goudhurst 

Brooke, Joseph Hunt, Folkestone, Kent, Wine Merchant. Feb 1. 
Wightwick 

Cudworth, Hy, Burnley, Lancashire, Common Brewer. Feb 1. Handsley 
& Artindale, Burnley 

Edwards, Frances, Whitchurch, Salop, Widow. 
Whitchurch 

Harington, Sir Hy Byng, Oxford-ter, Hyde-pk. March 25, Loughborough 
& Son, Austin-friars 

Hooker, Fras, Brenchley, Kent, Widow. Jan 1. Hinds, Goudhurst 

Hume, Willerton Stowell, Newcastle-upon-Tyne, Miller. March 1. Joel, 
Newcastle-upon-Tyne 

— Sarah, Codnor, Derby, Spinster. Jan i2. Culsham, Nottingham, 

pley 

Hyde, Thos, Clitheroe, Lancashire, Esq. Jan 15. Robinson & Sons 
Clitheroe Castle 

Johnson, Sarah, Bradford, York, Widow. Janl. Busfield & Atkinson, 
Bradford 

Lane, Hy, Bristol, Plumber. Jan 16. Taddy, Bristol 

= Colchester, Essex, Spinster. Dec 30. Francis, Col- 
chester 

Lilleystone, Robt, Gravesend, Kent, Builder. Tolhurst, 
Gravesend 

Lovett, Ann, Little Lea, Rye, Sussex, Widow. Feb. Stevens, Buck- 
lersbury 

Mends, Geo Pechell, Plymouth, Devon, Esq. Febi. Edmonds & Son, 
Piymouth 

Metcalf, Ann, Kingston-upen-Hull, Widow. Jan6. Roberts & Leak, 
Kingston-upon-Hnll 

Miles, John, Trosley, Kent, Farmer. Jan 1. Hinds, Goudhurst 

Newton, Matt, sen, Manch, Cotton Spinner. Dec 30. Darbishire & 
Barker, Manch 

Nicholson, Hy, Peterborough, Northampton, Merchant. Jan 16, Gates 
& Percival, Peterborough 

os Richd Hawkins, Hastings, Sussex, Gent, Jan 1. Wilson & Co, 

isbury 

Pearman, Sarah, Lower Beech, nr Wheathampstead, Hertford, Farmer. 
Jan it. Scargill, Luton 

7, Ann, Mursley, Buckingham, Widow. Jan 10. Willls & Wiilis, 

ow 


Jan 1. Jones, 


Dec 31. 
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Rolt, Rt Hon Sir John, Ozleworth-pk, Gloucester. Fob 1. Field & Co, 
Linco!n’s.inn-fields 
Scace, Barnabas Gibson, Wilby, Suffolk, Farmer. Feb 1. Clubbe, 
Framlingham 
Scott, Edwd, Newcastle-upon-Tyne, Veterinary Surgeon. Mareh 1. 
Joel, Newcastle-upon-Tyne 
Usher, Chas Fredk, Augustus, Chureh-rd, Gent. Jan 15. Fesemmeyer 
& Son, Gt James-st, Bedford-row 
Wall, Geo Alex, Richmond, Surrey, Fishmonger. Jan 20, Smith & 
Moore, Richmond 
Watkins, Wm, New Burlington-st. Feb 10, Taylor & Co, Gt James-st, 
Bedford-row 
Wickham, Thos, Goudhurst, Kent, Yeoman. Feb 1. Hinds, 
Goudhburst 7 
Williams, John, Brecknock, Alderman. Jan 15. Williams, Stafford 
Joint Stock Bank, Limited, Bilston ; 
Yorke, Hon Ven Hy Reginald, Wimpoie, Cambridge, Rector. Jan 20. 
Francis & Co, Cambridge 
Bankrupts. 
Frivay, Dec, 2, §871. 
Under the Bankruptcy Act, 1869. 
Sreditors must forward their prooie of debts to the Registrar. 
To Surrender in London. 
Hunt, Hy, Stratford, Essex, Manufacturer. Pet Nov 29. Hazlitt. Dec 
15 at 11.30 
To Surrender in the Country. 
Harrison, Joseph, Silly Oak, Worcester. Pet Nov 27. Chauntler. Birm, 
Dec 12 at 11 
Leakey, Joseph, High-road, Tottenham, Shoemaker; Pet Nov 20. Pulley. 
Edmonton, Dec 12 at 11 
Price, Geo, Hanwell, Middx, Brickmaker. Pet Nov 25. Ruston. Brent- 
ford, Dec 16 at 10 , 
Thomas, Edwd, Bristol, Attorney. Pet Nov 2b, Harley. Bristol, Dec 
ll at 12 
Turspay, Nov. 28, 1871. 
Under the Bankruptcy Act, 1869. 
Creditors must forward their proofs of debts to the Registrar. 
To Surrender in London, 
Barnham, H R, Gloucester-pl, Hyde-pk, Gent. Pet Nov 30. Roche. 
Jan 18 atil 
Claydon, Geo, Kingsland-rd, Boot Maker. Pet Dec 2, Roche. Dec 21 
at 11.30 
Downes, Campbell, Gresham-bldgs, Basinghall-st, Civil Engineer. Pet 
Nov 30. Pepys. Dec 19 at 11 
Vitta, Chas, out of England, Upholsterer. PetNov30. Pepys. Dec 
15 at 11 
To Surrender in the Country. 
Farthing, John Scott, & Thos Smith, Kingston-uapon-Hull, Seed Crushers. 
Pet Nov 30. Phillips. Kingston-upon-Hull, Dec 18 at 11 
Gibson, Sarah, Manch, Beer Retailer. Pet Nov 30. Kay. Manch, 
Dec 21 at 9.30 
Hurry, John, Whittlesey, Cambs, Farmer. Pet Nov 30, Gaches, Peter- 
borough, Dec 23 at 12 : 
Shaw, Joseph, Elland, Halifax, York, Dyer. Pet Nov 29. Rankin. 
Halifax, Dec 18 at 11 
Webb, Ezra, Sutton Courtney, Berks, Cattle Dealer. Pet Nov 29. 
Bishop, Oxford, Dec 18 at 12 


BANKRUPTCIES ANNULLED, 
Farpay, Dec. 1, 1871, 
Whitehead, Jas Benj, Fore-st, Limehouse, Shipowner. Nov 22 
TuespaY, Nov. 21, 1871. 
Coghlan, Chas Hay, Southwark-st, Cigar Importer. Dec 2 
Liquidation by Arrangement. 
FIRST MEETINGS OF CREDITORS. 
Fripay, Dec. 1, 1871, 


Adams, Fredk, Longsight, nr Manch, Butcher. Dee 13 at 11, at the 
Clarence Hotel, Hyde-rd, Manch, Davies, Manch 

Addiscott, Hy, St Thomas the Apostle, Devon, Nurseryman. Dec 15 at 
11, at the Queen’s Hotel, Queen-st, Exeter. Searle 

Baker, John, Hatton, Derby, Grocer. Dec 15 at 11, at the Dog and 
Partridge, Inn, Tutbury. Chawner, Uttoxeter 

Beck, John, Skyethorns, York, Cattle Dealer. Deo 16 at 2, at offices of 
Robinson & Robinson, Skipton 

Belfitt, Wm, Whittington, Derby, Butcher. Dec 12 at;3, at office of 
Gee, Fig Tree-chambers, Sheffield 

Braham, Lewis, & Octavius Braham, Southampton-row, Holborn, 
Opticians. Dec 14 at 1, at effices of Lewis, Cheapside 

Brettell, Hy, Leominster, Hereford, Auctioneer. Dee 14 at 2, at the 
Gt Western Railway Hotel, Snow-hill, Birm. Andrews, Leominster 

Brown, John Read, Abbey-gdns, Abbey-rd, St John’s Wood, Major-Gen. 
Dec 18 at 2, at offices of Comfort, Grecian-chambers, Devereux-ct, 
Temple. Chatterton, Southampton-st, Bloomsbury-sq 

Buck, Philip, Framingham Earl, Norfolk, Machinist. Dec 13 at 12, at 
offices of Winter & Francis, St Giles’-st, Norwich 

Chambers, John Richd, Shanklin, Isle of Wight, Saddler. Dec 14 at 1, 
at offices of Sole & Co, Aldermanbury. Hooper, Newport 

, Jas, & Saml Wiseman, Gt Yarmouth, Norfolk. Cowkeepers. | Dec 

14 at 11, at 8, Regent-st, Gp Yarmouth, Clarke, Gt Yarmouth 

Dann, Wm John, Nottingham, Hosier. Dee 15 at 12, at office of Belk, 
High-pavement, Nottingham 

Dearling, Wm, Carshalton, Surrey, Miller. Dee 15 at 3.30, at 145, 
Cheapside. Armstrong, Old Jewry 

Deeley, Joseph, Birkenhead, Chester, Boot Maker. Deo 14 at 2, at 
office of Downham, Market-st, Birkenhead 

Earle, Hy, Bedford-row, Attorney-at-Law. Dec 15 at 12, at the Guild- 
hall Coffee-house, Gresham-st. Treherne & Wolferstan, Lronmonger- 
lane, Cheapside 

Frampton, Thos, Walcot, Bath, Publican. Dec 8 at 11, at Marchant’s 
Hotel, Manvers-st, Bath. Cruttwell, Bath 

Farlie, John Geo Joshua, Green’s-end, Woolwich, Teacher of Music. 
Dec 9 at 12, at 38, Green’s-end, Woolwich. Hughes, Upper-Thames-st 





a 

Faller, Jas, Wolverhampton, Stafford, Painter. Dec 16 at 12, at offices 
of Barrow, Queen-st, Wolverhampton 1 

Gibson, Chas, Kendal, Westmoreland, Coal Merehant. Dec 12 at 12, at 
the Bull and Roya) Hotel, Church-st, Preston 

Goodwin, Chas, Lowther Arcade, Strand, Fancy Dealer. Dee 14 at2, 
at the Guildhall Coffee-house, Gresham-st. Treh & Wolferstan, 
Ironmonger-lane 

Griffiths, Thos, Bideford, Devon, Chemist. Deo 18 at 3, at offices of 
Woliacott & Leonard, Gracechurch-st 

Hardy, Jeffery, Plymouth, Devon, Wine Merchant. Dec 15 at 12, ag 
offices of Boyes & Co, Frankfort-st, Plymouth 

Harper, Wm Ox<ar, Ramsgate, Kent, Basket Maker. Dec 14 at 8, at 1, 
York-st, Ramsgate. Edwards 

Hayward, John Robt Saml, Shirehampton, Gloucester, Surgeon, Dee 
13 at 2, at offices of Beckingham, Albion-chambers, Broad-st, Bristo} 

Holmes, Chas, Stogursey, Somerset, Grocer. Dec 15 at 12, at offices of 
Reed & Cook, Bridgwater 

Holmes, Thos Marshall Faulkner, Aston-juxta-Birm, Timber Merchant, 
Dec 15 at Li, at offices of Jelf & Goule, Newhall-st, Birm 

Keyworth, Hy, Lincoln, Tinman, Dee 14 at 11, at office of Hebb, Silvere 
st, Lincoln 

Lambert, Wm, Southborough, Kent, Ironmonger. Dec 13 at 3, at the 
Guildha}l Coffee-honse. stone & Co, Tonbridge Wells 

Lee, Wm, Dedham, Essex, Coach Builder. Dec 15 at 4, at the Marl. 
borough dead Inn, Dedham. Philbrick & Son, Colchester 

Levy, Michael, Addison-rd, Notting-hill, out of business. Dec 12 at 3, 
at the Bull’s Head Inn, Bread-st, Cheapside. Maniere, Gi James-st, 
Bedford row 

Marsh, Joseph, Wolverhampton, Stafford, Watch Maker. Dee 12 at u, 
at offices of Langman, Queen-st, Wolverhampton 

Meredith, John, Yockleton, Salop, Innkeeper. Dec 6 at 11, at office of 
Morris, Swan Hill, Shrewsbury 

Mogg, Thos, Alexander-ter, (@lengall-rd, Old Kent-ra, Cabinet Maker, 
Dec 11 at 2, at 145, Cheapside 

Nash, Geo, Bristol, Ship Chandler. Dec 11 at 2, at offices of Becking- 
ham, Albion-chambers, Broad-st, Bristol 

Nation, John, Wrington, Somerset, Plumber. Dec 14 at 12, at offices of 
Perham, City-chambers, Nicholas-st, Bristol 

Phillips, Jas, Glandwr, Lianfyrnach, Pembroke, Farmer. Dec 12 at 12, 
at the Rutzen Arms, Narberth. Howell, Lianelly 

Pickard, Hy, Llandudno, Oarnarvon, Architect. Dec 14 at 12, at offices 
of Reece & Chamberlain, Llandudno 

Pierson, Thos, Sheffield, Attorney-at-Law. Dec 13at12, atthe Cutlers’= 
hall, Church-st, Sheffi:ld. Fernell, Sheffield 

Robertshaw, Hiram, Thornton, York, Tea Dealer. Dec 14 at 3, at offices 
of Movre, Dewhirst’s-oldgs, Bradford 

Robinson, Hy, Swansea, Glamorgan, Ship Carpenter. Dec 11 at 3, at 
offices of Clifton & Woodward, Wind-st, Swansea 

Ruse, Chas, Hereford-pl, Commercial-rd, Pewterer. Dec 14 at 3, at 
offices of Holmes, Lastcheap 

Sharp, Adolphus, Tabernacle-walk, Finsbury, Leather Seller. Dec 19 
at 2, at office of Norton & Co, Walbrook 

Shepherd, John, Bradford, out of business. Dec 14 at 2.30, at offices of 
Pulian, Park-row, Leeds 

Smith, Wm Hy, Fountain-stairs, Salisbury-st, Bermondsey-wall, Rope 
Maker. Dec 14 at 12,at offices of Mote, Walbrook 

Stephenson, Jabez, Kingston-upon-Hull, Grocer. Dec 14 at 8, at the 
Kingston Hotel, Scale-lane, Hull. Spurr 

Summers, Jas, Mile-end, Bow, taker. Dec 12 at 3, at the Claremont 
Arms, Upper Grange-rd, Bermondsey. Biiton, New Bridge-st 

Sumner, Wm, Preston, Lancaster, Spindle Maker. Dec 15 at 2.15, at 
office of Cunliffe & Watson, Winckley-st, Preston 

Thornton, John, Slingsby, York, Builder. Dec 7 at 4, at the Black Bull 
Inn, Malton. Thompson, York 

Till, Chas, Southsea, Hants, Baker. Dec 15 at 3, at offices of Blake, 
Union-st, Portsea 

Urry, Jas, Newport, Isle of Wight, Hair Dresser. Dec 11 at 3, at 58, 
Lugley-st, Newport. Joyce 

Vickery, Jas, Blagden. Somerset, Blacksmith. Dec 13 at 11, at office of 
Trenchard, Regi-try-pl, Taunton 

Walker, John Harnett, Whitstable, Kent, Cabinet Maker. Dec 14 at 3, 
at the City Terminus Hotel, Cannon-st. Sankey & Co, Canterbury 

Warren, Geo, Bognor, Sussex, General, Dec 18 at 12, at offices of Holt, 
John-st, Bedford row 

Weller, Edwin, Bevendean Falmer, Sussex, Farmer. Dec 14 at 12, at 
effices of Black & Co, Ship-st, Brighton 

White, Jas, Slough, Bucks, Gent. Dec 14 at 12, at offices of Kingsford 
& Dorman, Essex st, Strand. Sankey & Co, Canterbury 

White, Matthias Geo, Landport, Hants, Gas Fitter. Dec 14 at 11, at 
offices of Walker, Union-st Portsea 

Wilkinson, Richd, Brosely, Salop, Saddler. Dec 20 at 2, at offices of 
Broughall & Son, St John’s-bill, Shrewsbury 

Turspay Nov. 28, 1871. 

Bagshaw, Thos, Matlock Bank, Derby, Joiner. Dec 29 at 10, at the Gate 
Inn, Matlock Bank, Neale 

Brabin, Wm, Chester, Butcher. Dec 16 at 2.30, at offices of Churton, 
Eastgate-bldgs, Chester 

= a Bilsby, Lincoln, Farmer. Dec 18 at 3, at offices of Mason, 
Alfor: 

Charmbury, Wm, Bathampton, Somerset, Miller. Dec 18 at 11, at offices 
of Little & Little, Bladud-bldgs, Bath 

Cozens, Geo Edwd, Bloomsbury-st, Grocer’s Assistant, Dec 21 at 3, at 
66, Guildford-st, Russell-sq. Craven 

Davidson, Thos Goldie, Sheffield, Stationer. Dec 18 at 3, at offices of 
Clegg, Bank-st, Shetfield 

Devereux, Wm, Earlestown, Lancashire, Painter. Dec 18 at 11, at offices 
of Davies & Co, Commercial-chambers, Horsemarket-st, Warrington 

Dixon, Geo, & Hy Smith, Cockspur-st, pao * ross, Grocers. Dec 20 
at 12, at offices of Broad & Broad, Walbrook-bldgs. Ashby, Clement’s- 





lane . 

Emerson, Charlotte, Holkham, NorfolR,Farmer. Dec 20 at 11, at office 
of Garwood, jun, The Buttlands, Wells, Norfolk 

Farrow, Geo Lazenby, Kingstou-upon-Hull. Bricklayer, Deo 15 at 3, at 
the Kingston Hotel, Scale-lane, Hull. Spurr 

Fischer, Chas, Maddox-st, Regent-st, Licensed Victualler, Dec 18 at 2, 
at offices of Tilley & Shenton, Finsbury-p! South 

— Thos, Warminster, Wilts, Tailor. Dec 19 at 12.30, at the George 

otel, Trowbridge, Dunn & Payne, Frome 
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. Marmaduke, Kingston-upon-Hul]. Shoemaker. 
office of barker, County-bidgs, Kingsten- upon-Hu ll 
s, Edwd, Ightham, Kent, Farmer. Dee 15 at 3, at the Chequers 
Inn, Ightham. ing. Basinghall-st 
Green, John, Oundle, Northampton, Tailor. Dec 20 at 12, at offices of 
Spyer & Son, Winchester House, Old Broad-st. Richardson & Son, 
Oundle 
, Geo, Gornal Wood, Stafford, Licensed Victualler. Dec 14 at 3, at 
office of Stokes, Priory-st, Dudley 
Gurney, Wm, Bedford, Grocer. Dec 22, at 11, at Gffice of Mitchell 
Cauldwell-st, Bedford 
Harbridge, Jas, Cannock, Stafford, Farmer. Dec 15 at 11, at offices of 
Glover, Park-st, Walsall 
. Wm, Birkbeck-rd, Upper Holloway, Cabinet Maker. 
9, at offices of Shapland, Staple-inn 
Hayward, Hy, Yeovil, Somerset, Currier. Dec 18 at 1, at the Mermaid 
Hotel, Yeovil. Beckingham, Bristol 
Henkel, Adam. Talbot-rd, Paddington, Bootmaker. Dec 22 at 3, at 
office of Rule and Head, Westbourne-grove, Bayswater. Welman, Gt. 
George-st, Westminster 
kins, John, Southampton, Soda Water Manufacturer. Dec 15 at 2, 
at offices of Killby, Portland-st, Southampton 
Hopkins, Wm, Walcot, Bath, Painter. Dec 13 at 11.30, at offices of 
Wilton, Westgate-bldgs, Bath 
Houghton, James Joseph, Basingstoke, Southampton, Refreshment- 
room Keeper. Dec 21 at 1, at the Red Lion Hotel, Basingstoke. 
Chandler, Basingstoke 
Hoyes, Edwd, & Geo Hoyes, Nottingham, Builders. 
office of Belk, High-pavement, Nottingham 
Jones, Wm Saville, Leeds, Glass Merchant. Dec 19 at 2, at offices of 
Emsley, East-parade, Leeds 
Kaye, Jas, Barnsley, York, Builder. Dec 28 at 2.30, at offices of Dibb, 
Regent-st 


and, Richd, Birm, Ironfounder. Dec 19 at 11, at offices of Foster, 
Bennett’s-hill, Birm 
k, Richd, Bradford, York, Saddler. 
& Co., Albion-court, Bradford 
lewis, Thos. Wolverhampton, Stafford, Beerhouse Keeper. Dec 18 at 
3, at offices of Stratton, Queen st, Wolverhampton 
lindo, Alex, Colebrooke-row, Islington, Shipping Agent. 
st offices of Sampson & Co, Finsbury-circus 
lowe, Chas, Heaton Norris, Lancashire, Coal Dealer. Dec 18 at 3, at 
offices of Brown, Market-pl, Stockport 
Marchant, Richd, Withyham, Sussex, Miller. Dec 18 at 3, at the Sussex 
Hotel, Tunbridge Wells. Head, jun, Cannon-st 
Mather, Chas Jas, Working Jeweller. Dec 18 at 11, at offices of Bar- 
trum, Bath 
Matthewman, Hy, & John Matthewman, Knaresborough, York, Ale 
Merchants. Dec 21 at 1, at the Crown Hotel, Knaresborough, Hirst 
& Capes, Knaresborough 
Meddings, Jas, Evesham, Worcester, Cabinet Maker. 
offices of New & Co, Bridge-st, Evesham 
Merrick, Martha, Adelphi-ter, Old Ford rd, Victoria-pk, Crape Trim- 
ming Manufacturer. Dec 18 at 11, at office of New, Basinghall-st 
Millington, Thos Hy, Tipton, Stafford, no occupation. Dec 21 at 11, at 
offices of Greenway, King-st, Wolverhampton 
Mosley, John Marrow, Leeds, Bookseller. Dec 18 at 2, at office of Simp- 


Dec 18 at 11, 


Dec 14 at 


Dec 18 at 12, at 


Dec 18 at 3, at offices of 


Dec 15 at 2, 


Dec 15 at 12, at 


Dec 16 at 3, at 





son & Beevers, Albion-st, Leeds 

Mudd, Richd, West Hartlepool, Durham, Woollen Draper. Dec 20 at 
ll, at office of Pullan, Bank-chambers, Park-raw, Leeds 

Maller, Augustus William, Leeds, Manager. Deo 22 at 3, at office of 
Harle, Bank-st, Leeds 

Monnion, Wm, Cornwallis-rd, Upper Holloway, Assistant. Dec 12 at 
12, at 22, Basinghall-st: Cattlin, Basinghall-st 

Owen, Joseph, Dudley, Worcester, Shoe Manufacturer. 
offices of Lowe, Temple-st, Birm 

Pashley, Wm, Sutterton-street, Caledonian-rd, Chandler’s Shop Keeper 
Dec 14 at 3, at offices of Marshall, Lincoln’s inn-fields ‘ 

Peck, Thos, Barnaley, York, Painter. Dec 21 at 11, at officesof Rogers, 
Eastgate, Barnsley 

Plumtree, Geo, Epworth, Lincoln, Butcher. Dec 15 at 2, at offices of 
Collinson & Co, Epworth, Bardekin & Ce 

Polkinghorne, Edwin Sherman, Penzance, Cornwall, Brewer. Dec 14 
at 11, at offices of Trythall, Clarence-st, Penzance 

Porter, Wm, Twyford, Berks, Draper. Dec 15 at 12, at offices of Lad- 
bury & Co, Cheapside. Davidyons & Co, Basinghall-st 

Pretious, Thos, Piccadilly, Hatter. Dec 18 at 2, at offices of Taylor, 
Old Burlington-st 

Price, John, Ruthin, Denbigh, Baker. Dec 16 at 12, at the Wynnstay 
Arms Hotel, Ruthin. Lloyd, jan, Ruthin 

Rediearn, Denton, Wakefield York, Wheelwright. Dec 15 at 2, at office 
of Barratt, Barstow-sq, Wakefield 

Render, Geo, Northallerion, York, Tailor. Dec 19 at 2, at the Queen’s 
Hotel, Leeds. Waistell, Northallerton 

Richards, David Brown, Dafen, Carmarthen, Fitter, Dec 18 at 12, at 
office of Hervell, Park-st, Lianelly 

, Edgar Landen, Warnford, Hants, Grocer. Dec 22 at 2, at the 
Junction Hotel, Bishopstoke 

Robinson, Jas, Whitby, York, Innkeeper, Dec 20 at 2, at offices of 
Gray & Pannett, Flowergate, Whitby 

Robinson, Thos, Burton Agnes, York, Farmer. Dec 20 at 3, at the 
Biack Lion Hotel, High-st, Bridlington. Summers 

m, Fredc, Norwich, out of business, Dec 18 at 1, at office of 
Gamble & H arvey, Coleman-st, London. Stanley, Norwich 

= Wa, Lpool, 8hip Broker. Dec 22 at 3, at offices of Etty, Lord- 

poo! 

Shackleton, Absalom Sami, John Chapman, Newcastle-upon-Tyne, 
Confectioners. Dec 18 at 2, at offices of Bowden, Mosley-st, New- 
castle-upon-Tyne. Joel, Newcastie-upon-Tyne 

Shenton. Thos, Tividale, Stafford, Licensed Victualler, Dec 14 at 11, 
at office of Stokes, Priory-st, Dudley 

Slack, Wm, Sheffield, Milliner. Dec 15 at 11, at offices of Fairburn, 
Bank-st, Sheffield 

Snelling, Alfd, Si'tingbourne, Kent, Bootmaker. Dec 15 at 11, at offices 
of Gibson, High-st, Sittingbourne 

Spicer, Chas, Jonson’s-pl, Harrow-rd, Stationer. Dec 21 at 12, at offices 
of Harris & Co, Gandy-st-chambers, Exeter, Trehane, jun, Exeter 





Stiles, Booth Dani, & Wm Ball Stiles, Peterborough, Northampton, 
Builders. Dec 15 at 12, at the Wentworth Hotel, Peterborough. 
Deacon & Wilkins, Peterborough 

Tiley, Wm, Woodchester, Gloucester, Butcher, Dec 96 at 12.30, at 
offices of Winterbotham, Rowcroft, Stroud 

Urry, Dan! Barton, Shanklin, Isle of Wight, Brickmaker. Dec 15 at 3, 
at offices of Fardell & Wooldridge, Sandown 

Walker, Wm, & James Walker, Maidstone, Kent, Drapers. Dec 15 at 
12, at offices of Reed & Lovell, 1, Guildhall-chambers, Basinghall-st 

Walling, Sampson, Littlehampton, Sussex, Grocer. Dec 20 at 12, at 145, 
Cheapside. Brandreth, Brighton 

Watling, Chas, Pentonville-rd, Coachbuilder. Dee 14 at 2, at office of 
Ager, Barnard’s-inn, Holborn. Roberts 

Whyte, Mary Jane, Bedford, Milliner, Dec 11 at]3, at office of Stimson, 
Mill-st, Bedford 

Wilson, John, Gainsborough, Lincoln, Jeweller. Dec 23 at 11, at offices 
of Rex, Saltergate, Lincoln 


Woodroffe, Chas, Masborough, York, Tailor, Dee 22 at 12, at offices of 
Smith, Bank-street, Sheffield 

Woodruff, John, Marple, nr Sfockport, out of business. Dec 18 at 3 ,at 
offices of Sampson, South King: st, Manch 

Wright, John Fletcher, Bicester, Oxford, Licensed Victualler. Dec 18 


at 12, at officesof Berridge, London-rd, Bicester 
Zoller, Geo, Cullum-street, Restaurant Keeper. Dec7 at 3, at I, Cal- 
lum-st, & Drew, Fore st 








OYAL POLYTECHNIC.—Professor Pepper’s 
New Lecture, “‘ All about Gun Cotton,” Dynamite and Litho- 
fracteur ; with brilliant and noiseless Experiments, and Graphic Illus- 
trations of the Catastrophe at Stowmarket, by Vick and Deazeley—Mr. 
George Grossmith, Junr.’s, New Sketch, The Silver Wedding! with 
humorous and musical illustrations—A perfectly new and unique Dlu- 
sion called the Arabian Mystery—Novel and marvellous effects of the 
Electric Light under Water, by Messrs. Heinke and Davis—Occasionally, 
Paris: as it Was and Is! by J. L. King, Esq., with Songs by Miss Alice 
Barth.—Open daily from 12 to 5 and 7 to 10—Admission One Shilling. 


—~—— + —— 


LONDON GAZETTE (published by authority) and LONDON and 
COUNTRY ADVERTISEMENT OFFICE. 


No. 117, CHANCERY LANE, FLEET STREET. 


ee GREEN (many yearswith the late George 

Reynell), Advertisement Agent, begs to direct the attention of 
the Legal Profession to the advantages of his long experience of upwards 
of psa Sh years, in the special insertion of all pro forma notices, &c., 
and hereby solicits their continued support.—N.B One copy of advertise- 
ment only required, and the strictest care and promptitude assured. 
Officially stamped forms for ac~ertisements and file of “ London 
Gazette ” kept. 


OSOLICITORS and OTHERS.—Messrs. ALFRED 
STUDD & Co., Auctioneers, Surveyors, and Estate Agents, 1364, 
Westbourne-terrace, and Penbridge and Chepstow Villas, Bayswater, 
respectfully announce that they are prepared to undertake SALES by 
AUCTION of FURNITURE, &c., at a fixed charge of 74 per cent., in- 
clusive of all expenses; and where the property to be disposed of is of 
magnitude, a special arrangement of charges will be made. Messrs. A. 
Studd & Co. also call attention te their extensive auction rooms, where 
every accom:aodation is provided for the reception and warehousing of 
furniture and property of every description, in large or small quantities 
that may be consigned for sale. A Free daily-revised Register of Pro- 
perty to be Let or Sold is kept in the estate agency department at both 
establishments, and particulars of property will meet with immediate 
attention ; and parties requiring residences will at all times find a large 
and well selected register of property for inspection. Valuations for 
probate and adminstration made with accuracy and dispatch at 24 per 
cent, upon the first £500, and 14 per cent. on all above. 














BILLS OF COMPLAINT. 


ILLS of COMPLAINT, 5/6 per pa 
copies, from which price a large discount will be 
is paid immediately on completion of order, 
Yares & ALExanpeER, Law Printers, Symonds-inn, Chancery-lane. 


RINTING of EVERY DESCRIPTION, Legal, 
Parliamentary and General—Newspapers, Books, Pamphlets, 
Prospectuses, Ci , &c—with promptitude and at moderate 
charges, by 
Yarss & ALEXANDER, entree (and Church-passage), Chancery> 


GRANT'S MORELLA CHERRY BRANDY 
SUPPLIED TO HER MAJESTY THE QUEEN. 


This delicious Liqueur, from the famous Kent Morella, supersedes. 
Wine in many Households—is much favoured by Sportsmen, and is also- 
recommended by the Medical Profession as a valuable tonic in cases of 
weakness. Order of any Wine Merchant, or direct of T. Grant, Dis- 
tillery, Maidstone. 42s. per dozen, cash. Carriage paid. 


IEBIG COMPANY’S EXTRACT OF MEAT. 
Most convenient, economical, and fine-flavoured stock for Beef 
Tea (about 24d. a pint), Soups, Sauces, and made dishes, costing hardly 
more than one-fourth of what it would when made of fresh meat; keeps 
good for any time even after jars being opened. IIb. jars reco led, 
being relatively the cheapest size, 
Now permanently used in most households in town and country. 
Caution.—Ask for LIEBIG COMPANY’S EXTRACT, being the only 
sort warranted Genuine and Perfect by Baron Liebig, the Inventor, 
requiring his Signature on every Jar. 





for 20 
owed if cash 
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LEGAL AND GENERAL LIFE ASSURANCE SOCIETY, 


10, FLEET STREET, TEMPLE BAR 
(FOUNDED 18836). 





THE PARLIAMENTARY ACCOUNTS REQUIRED BY THE “LIFE ASSURANCE COMPANIES ACT, 1870,” 
MAY BE OBTAINED ON APPLICATION. 





This Society has taken a leading part in freeing Life Assurance Contracts from all needless restrictions. 


The “ Proposal Form ” is most simple in its terms. 


The Policies are “ Indisputable,” that is, free from future challenge. 
The Invested Funds bear an unusually high proportion to the Liabilities. 
The Guaranteeing Share Capital of One Million (£160,000 paid up) is fully subscribed by 300 Members of 


the Legal Profession. 
Nine-tenths of the Profits belong to the Assured. 


Settlement Policies in favour of Wife and Children are granted in terms of the “Married Women’s 


Property Act, 1870.” 


E. A. NEWTON, Actuary and Manager. 











Now ready, price 9d,, 
HE LAW ALMANACK for 1872, contains the 
COMPLETE LIST of STAMP DUTIES (33 & 34 Vict. c. 97 and 
98), and a large amount of PROFESSIONAL INFORMATION, forming 
one of the best Desk Companions of the Day. 
Published by Taomas Scorr, Warwick-court, Holborn. 
Sold by Serrasy & Co., Paternoster-row, and all Law Booksellers and 
Stationers. 





This day, 9th edition, comprising an Abridgement of the principal Statute 
Laws of the last Session, and the substance of the Reported Cases of 
the Courts of Law and Equity. 12mo, law binding, 78., postage 6d., 


VERY LAWYER’S OWN BOOK: a Handy 


Volume on General Principles and Points of Practice of the 
Courts of Law and Equity, with many Concise and Useful modern 
Forms and Precedents, and Notes and References. By a BARRISTER. 

“ A useful and concise epitome of the law, compiled with consider- 
able care.””—Law Magazine. 

London : Lockwoop & Co., 7, Stationers’ Hall-court, E.C. 








PUBLISHED sy J. & A. CHURCHILL. 


8vo, 14s., 
MANUAL of the LAWS AFFECTING MEDI- 
CAL MEN. By Rozzrt G. Guenn, LL.B., Barrister-at-Law. 
** We can commend this volume as a clear exposition of existing law.’’ 
—Law Times. 
“ Mr. Glenn has executed a difficult task in a very satisfactory manner, 
and has conferred a great obligation upon the profession.”»—Lancet. 


8vo, 10s. 6d., 

THE MEDICAL JURISPRUDENCE of IN- 
SANITY. By J. H. Batrour Browne, Barrister-at-Law. 

6 Throvghout the author gives evidence of a vigorous and cultivated 
mind, gifted with a correct judgment and much speculative acuteness.” 
— Edinburgh Medical Journal. 

“‘ The book is as interesting as it is instructive, and it will also be as 

Fe as it is complete and systematic."—Law Magazine and Law 
view. 


By ALFRED S. TAYLOR, M.D., F.R.S. 
THE PRINCIPLES and PRACTICE of MEDICAL 
JURISPRUDENCE. With engravings, 8vo, 28s. 


A MANUAL of MEDICAL JURISPRUDENCE. 
Eighth edition, with engravings, feap. 8vo, }2s, 6d. 


ON POISONS in RELATION to MEDICAL 
JURISPRUDENCE and MEDICINE. Second edition, feap. 8vo, 12s. 6d. 


London: New Burlington-street. 


The Companies Acts, 1862 & 1867. _ 


Every requisite under the above Acts supplied on the shortest notice 


The BOOKS AND FORMS kept in stock for immediate use 
MEMORANDA and ARTICLES OF ASSOCIATION speedily printed 
in the proper form for registration and distribution. SHAR CEk- 
TIFICATES, DEBENTURES, &c., engraved and printed. OFFICIAL 
SEALS designed and executed. No charge for sketches, Com- 
panies Fee Stamps. Railway Registration Forms. 











Solicitors’ Account Books, 
ASH & FLINT, 


Stationers, Printers, Engravers, Registration Agents, &c., 49 Fleet- 
street, London, E.C, (corner of Serjesats’-ton), ; : 


RACROFT’S BANK DIVIDEND CHART, 

1870-71.—Showing the Half-yearly Rates of Dividend declared by 

over One Hundred and SixtyJoint Stock Banks, United Kingdom and 

Colonial; with Nominal and Paid-up Capital, Number and Amount 

Paid of Shares, Date of Payment of Dividends, Reserve Fund, Liabilities, 

Market Price of Shares, January, 1871, and Yield per cent. on Purchers 
Price. Price 2s. 6d.; or, mounted on roller, 10s. 6d, 


RACROFT'S CONSOL DIAGRAM, showing the 

J Highest and Lowest Prices of Three per Cent. Consols each year 
from the French Revolution of 1789 to the Franco-German War of 1870, 
with the Growth and Decline of the National Funded Debt of Great 
Britain; the Yearly Average of the Bank Rate of Discount, and Tabu- 
lated Statement of the Principal Events Affecting the Prices of Stocks, 

“ Diagrams are sometimes not very simple, but the present one is 
ciearness itself—is an interesting commentary on English history for 
the period in question.” Economist. 

Price 2s.; or, mounted on roller, 3s. 6d. 
Will shortly be ready, the Second Edition of 

RACROFT’S INVESTORS’ RECORD of PUR- 

CHASES and SALES, with CALCULATIONS Adapted tc 

Every Investment. An additional portion especially adapted for the 

Legal Profession, containing Forms of Entry for Freehold and Copyhold 

Property; Leasehold, Let and Held; Mortgages, Held and Effected; 

Insurances; Bills and Promissory Notes; Moneys Advanced or 
Borrowed. 

“ The object of this Memorandum Book is to enable every Investor to 
keep a systematic Record, producible in a Court of Law, of every in- 
vestment transaction entered into. No such record was in existence 
previous to the first edition. 

London: ErFincHAM Wr1son, Publisher, Royal Exchange. 
BERNARD CRACROFT, Sworn Broker, 4, Austin-friars, E.C. 





Just published, a New Edition of 5 
LMER’S PRACTICE in LUNACY: with Notes 
{ and Schedule of Cases, Forms and Costs, the Statutes, General 
Orders, and Index. Cloth, 21s. 
Stevens & Sons, 119, Chancery-lane. 


HE NINETEENTH VOLUME of the WEEKLY 
REPORTER is now presented to the Profession, In the continu: 
ance of the publication no effort will be spared to ensure the production 
of prompt and accurately framed reports of all decisions appropriate 
for reporting. Some decisions, from the nature of their subject-matter, 
require, in the interests of practitioners, exceptionally early reporting. 
Such cases will, as hitherto, be advanced with exceptionul celerity. The 
efforts made in this direction have hitherto met with the approval of 
the Profession, and they will be prosecuted with unabated zeal, aided by 
the yearly augmenting experience of former years. The Digest in- 
cludes, as before, a special column of references to articles in the 
Soxicrrors’ JournaL’s Department of “Recent Decisions.” In these 
articles the more important decisions are from time to time reviewed, 
criticised where criticism seems needed, and assessed with regard to 
their bearing upon the jaw as previously existing.—Preface. 


HE LAW OF TRADE MARKS, with some 
account of its History and Development in the Decisions of the 

Courts of Law and Equity. By EDWARD LLOYD, Esq., of Lincoln’s- 

inn, Barrister-at-Law. Price 3s. 

“Tam indebted to the very valnable little publication of Mr. Lloyd, 

who has collected all the authorities on this subject.”—V.C. Woop, in 

McAndrew ¢. Bassett, March 4, 

12, Cook’s-conrt, Carey-stre®t, Lincoln’s-inn, W.C. 
aa BOARD FOR LONDON.—The Papers 
issued by the Board can be had ny oapeEr of 
YATES & ALEXANDER, 














PRINTERS TO THE LONDON SOHOOL BOARD, 
Symonds-inn, Chancery-lane, 
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